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PREFACE 


PERHAPS THE MOST influential book of philosophical moder- 
nity, Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, is also one of the hardest 
to read. Both in substance and in style it often makes the reader 
wonder where the argument goes, or how to understand a dif- 
ficult idea or tortuous sentence. Not only was Kant a philosophi- 
cal revolutionary, he also had to invent the language by which 
to express his innovative ideas; and in both ways he had to act 
as pathbreaker. (He was also writing fast, as if to beat a dead- 
line.) No wonder the Critique was misunderstood from the start 
(which made Kant revise it in the second edition) and has been 
the object of diverging interpretations. 

This short book is intended to help readers find their way 
through the web of Kant’s classic. It is intended not as a defense, 
or evaluation, but as a descriptive explication. Leaving many 
secondary matters on the sidelines, I distilled the major issues 
and arguments and present them in the order in which they 
arise in the book. The result is an interpretation carried out by a 
systematic exposition. 

The text is based on the introduction to my Hebrew transla- 
tion of the Critique of Pure Reason, published with notes a few 
years ago in Tel-Aviv. This was a massive undertaking that, as 
often happens, claimed my time and dedicated energy far more 
than had been anticipated at the outset. Even the project’s happy 
conclusion did not allow me the luxury of rest. Colleagues and 
students urged me to translate the text of the introduction into 
English as a stand-alone book, a systematic guide that provides 
both an overview of the whole Critique in context (as Kant in- 
sisted it should be treated) and an elucidation of the train of 
ideas and arguments through which Kant’s philosophical revo- 
lution is carried out. 


[ix] 
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This work would never have taken off, let alone be concluded, 
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of talented and curious students of several generations who took 
part in my Kant seminars in Jerusalem and New York. Among 
my former assistants I thank in particular Pini Ifergan, Dror 
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PART ONE 


Preliminary Observations: 
Rethinking the Object 


KANT MAINTAINS THAT every human advancement, espe- 
cially in the sciences, originates in a revolution in the mode of 
thinking, which elevates a certain domain of knowledge to the 
level of an apodictic science. In the past, this had taken place 
in mathematics and physics, and now, after many centuries of 
groping in the dark, the conditions are ripe for a revolution that 
would signal the royal road also for philosophy. 

The core of the philosophical revolution lies in a completely 
new understanding of the concept of object, or objective being, 
and its relation to human knowledge. Kant compares the re- 
quired reversal to the one Copernicus performed in astronomy. 
Until Copernicus, the earth was seen as fixed in the center and 
the sun as revolving around it. Copernicus made us see that, on 
the contrary, the sun stands in the center while the earth re- 
volves around it. Similarly, philosophers since ancient times be- 
lieved that human knowledge revolves around the object, that 
is, must fit the structure and features of an object that stands 
in itself independently from the outset, and does not depend on 
the process of knowledge. The Kantian revolution abolishes the 
object’s metaphysical independence and makes it dependent on 


[1] 
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the structure of human knowledge. The structure of the object— 
meaning the empirical object, the only one we know—is derived 
a priori (free of sense-experience) from the human understand- 
ing (intellect) that connects a multitude of sensible items into a 
unity; and the modes of this unification are drawn from the pri- 
mordial unity of the “I think.’ Kant’s bold idea thus says that the 
understanding, in knowing the world, does not copy the basic 
patterns of its knowledge from the world, but rather dictates 
these patterns to the world. Doing so is a condition for the very 
existence of an empirical world ruled by necessary laws (which 
alone deserves the title “objective”), and for the existence of real 
objects and events in it. 

This means not that the human understanding creates the 
world ex nihilo, but that it constitutes a cosmos from chaos. The 
understanding is a formal, a priori structure that cannot func- 
tion without the material we acquire from the senses by being 
passively exposed to them. The senses supply the understand- 
ing with a crude element that is not yet a real object but only 
the material for it; and the understanding, a spontaneous factor, 
must order and shape this material according to its (the under- 
standing’s) own a priori modes of operation. 

This implies that objectivity is a status that is constituted 
rather than immediately given or passively encountered. When 
the understanding applies its a priori patterns, called “categories,” 
to the sensible material, it creates an objective synthesis between 
them. It is this objective synthesis that constitutes the empirical 
entities and states of affairs that deserve being called real or ob- 
jective. As such, the concepts “object,” “objectivity,” and “empiri- 
cal reality” acquire a radically new philosophical interpretation. 

At the background of this doctrine stands the recognition 
that all the contents of our thinking and perception are mental 
images (called “ideas” by Descartes and Hume, and “represen- 
tations” [Vorstellungen] by Kant) and never things beyond the 
mind. Humans have no way of leaping outside the sphere of the 
mental and hold on to something that lies in itself beyond their 
representations. Therefore, even such features as permanence 
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and substantiality, and the rest of the necessary relations that 
build up an objective state of affairs, must be drawn from the 
mind itself—in its function as intellect. 

Few would deny that an objective state of affairs lays down 
a normative model to which, in order to be true, all our cogni- 
tive propositions must correspond while also agreeing among 
themselves.! This is a nominal feature of truth; and the question 
is how the correspondence is achieved. The prevailing meta- 
physical realism maintains that objective states of affairs exist 
in themselves, outside the mind, which must adjust its represen- 
tations to them; whereas Kant reverses this order in stating it is 
the mind itself that endows the representations with the unity, 
the permanence, and the necessary relations by which the objec- 
tive state of affairs (in short, the object) is constituted. 


The Foundations of the Sciences 


The question about the object takes in Kant also the form of the 
question about the foundations of mathematics and the natu- 
ral sciences: what makes their validity possible? The two issues 
converge because it is on the scientific level of knowledge that 
the synthesis of the sensual materials that constitutes an object 
is carried out. For this reason—and also because of the histori- 
cal context—the question about the natural sciences and the 
question about the object are two faces of the same investiga- 
tion by which Kant sought to create a critical metaphysics. Many 
English-speaking interpreters, as well as neo-Kantian German 
scholars, tended to present the issue from the viewpoint of the 
natural sciences, and thereby reduced Kant’s philosophical in- 
novation to epistemology and the validity of science. The present 
study prefers the standpoint of the object, in order to highlight 
the Critique’s broader philosophical meaning (and role in mod- 
ern thinking), which concerns the human being’s standing in the 


1. That is, every true proposition (judgment) regarding the object should 
agree with every other true proposition regarding the same object. 
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universe and his or her relation with the world—including the 
world of action, ethics, and history—and not only the validity of 
the science we possess. 

In this context, two opposed and complementary directions 
are to be observed. On the one hand, Kant’s revolution places 
the human subject at the metaphysical/philosophical center, 
as a constitutive and determining factor with respect to the 
world and within it.? On the other hand, human reason, in all 
its doings, is inexorably dependent on the presence of sensible 
material—the given of Being—without which the spontaneous 
activity of reason could not take place, or would be meaningless 
and void of content. As a result, Kant distinguishes himself from 
all his predecessors who were philosophers of reason—from 
Plato to Descartes and from Spinoza to Leibniz and from the 
thinkers of the pre-Critical enlightenment—and stands in dual 
opposition to them: first, in ascribing to human reason an extra- 
ordinary power within its legitimate domain, and second, in 
radically shrinking and limiting this domain. Hence, as much as 
Kant is the modern philosopher of reason in its world-shaping 
role, he is also the genuine philosopher of reason’s finitude and 
the finitude of the human being. 


The Critique as Self-Consciousness 
and as an Act of Autonomy 


This duality already inheres in the Kantian concept of critique, 
which has an affirmative and a negative side. The Critique is a 
complex reflective act in which philosophical reason explores 
and examines itself. Due to his tendency to legal metaphors, 
Kant assigns the Critique the mission “to institute a court of 
justice, by which reason may secure its rightful claims while 
dismissing all its groundless pretensions, and this not by mere 


2. Copernicus dwarfed man’s physical place in the universe, while Kant re- 
sponds with upgrading man’s metaphysical role. 
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decrees but according to its own eternal and unchangeable 
laws.” The ruling of this court is based upon a descriptive ex- 
amination of the facts and functions of reason that allows to de- 
termine its limits and pass judgment on all its claims, the valid 
and the invalid. In this respect, the Critique is first of all a mode 
of philosophical self-consciousness. Kant argues that such self- 
consciousness must precede and prepare, and also criticize in 
advance, all claims to know objects. The knowing human sub- 
ject must first know itself, its mental capabilities and inexorable 
ontological limitations, before trying to determine anything 
about the world, what it contains, and what is supposed to lie 
beyond it. 

In calling his Critique “an essay on method” Kant links onto 
an issue that has been on the philosophical agenda since Bacon 
and Descartes. Most premodern philosophers (excepting Spi- 
noza) agreed that prior to setting out to know, one must study 
and determine the nature of knowledge itself and how it is legiti- 
mately obtained.* Kant widely broadens this approach: in order 
to know the ways and modes of knowledge one must first know 
the knowing being, and the spectrum of his or her capabilities— 
mainly, though not only, the a priori capabilities, those that are 
not derived from experience. The Critique, says Kant, in per- 
forming this task, serves as “propaedeutic” (preparatory essay) 
to a new, valid metaphysics that would at long last count as a 
rigorous science rather than mere opinion. However, we should 
notice that the Critique itself already supplies substantive phil- 
osophical contents and not merely a formal method, and can 
therefore be seen as a philosophical science of self-consciousness 


3. Critique of Pure Reason, trans. and ed. Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), preface of the first edition 
(Axi-xii). 

4. Spinoza claimed, against the mainstream of modern philosophy, that in 
order to know what certain knowledge is, one should already possess certain 
knowledge. Therefore, substantive knowledge is prior to knowing the method, 
and is even a precondition for it. 
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and a kind of “metaphysics of metaphysics,” as Kant himself 
once called it.5 

This new metaphysics that the Critique was to prepare was 
meant to branch off into two branches, a critical metaphysics 
of nature (including epistemology and ontology), and a critical 
metaphysics of moral action (including law, politics, history, and 
a moral religion). But again, it turns out that the Critique itself 
offers a substantive theory, not only of self-consciousness but 
also of the foundations of the natural world. For, according to 
the “Copernican” principle set by the Critique, the conditions 
for thinking objects in nature are equally the conditions for 
these to be objects in nature. Therefore, in knowing the grounds 
of thinking natural objects we at once know the first grounds 
of nature itself, that is, we possess what Kant calls “a pure sci- 
ence of nature” (and also, “nature in a formal sense”). Based on 
these foundations and on sensible materials, we also need an 
empirical science of nature (such as physics and its derivatives 
in astronomy, organic chemistry, biology), since it is only by em- 
pirical science that we come to know particular objects and spe- 
cific natural laws, and even to know there is a world. And since 
empirical science is based on the a priori science, we are able 
to know in advance, as a conditional proposition, that if there 
is a natural world and there are natural objects in it, they all 
necessarily obey certain primary conditions, which the Critique 
determines and formulates a priori. In this respect, the Critique 
that exhibits the science of consciousness generates, by the same 
move, an a priori science of the foundations of nature. 

This is the affirmative aspect of the Critique: discovering the 
legitimate power of the understanding in constituting the formal 
foundations of nature. Yet the same reason that affirms this power 
and ascribes it to itself at the same time realizes its boundaries 
and forbids itself to contravene them. This is its negative role. In 
Kant’s legal metaphor, reason stands trial before its own court: 


5. In a letter to Marcus Hertz, 11 May 1781. 
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not only does it discover its limits through a cognitive act, it also 
determines itself, in an act of will, to respect those limits and pre- 
vail over the temptation to transgress them, a temptation that 
Kant sees as inherent in the nature of rationality and therefore 
as possessing a privileged power, which nevertheless must and 
can be overcome. This means, in Kantian terms, that the Critique 
performs an act of autonomy already in the field of knowledge. 

Kant’s concept of autonomy is usually associated with the 
areas of action and morality, where it refers to the will that re- 
strains itself according to the laws of its own rational nature (as 
spelled out in the categorical imperative) and thereby attains 
self-determination and freedom. A similar pattern exists (la- 
tently) in the critique of knowledge: theoretical reason restrains 
itself—not in an arbitrary and accidental way but “according 
to the eternal and unchangeable” laws of reason itself (see the 
quote above, Axii), and thus realizes itself and becomes autono- 
mous. In less doctrinal words, by submitting to the limits of rea- 
son, with all the pain and sense of loss this may entail, there lies 
a constructive liberating force. 


Finite Rational Beings 


Accordingly, Kant calls the human being “a limited rational 
being” and also “a finite thinking being.” Both adjectives, “ratio- 
nal” and “finite,” are equally essential to the definition (and to 
each other). The human being is not rational in separation from 
his finitude; rather, his reason is finite and his finitude rational. 
This intermediation is central to Kant’s theory of man. We cannot 
be rational except through reason’s finitude, just as this finitude 
must be attributed to us as creatures of reason from the outset. 


No Intellectual Intuition 


A major expression of human finitude is the ontological fact that 
we have no intellectual intuition nor an intuiting intellect. By 
intuition Kant understands the perception of particulars, and by 
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intellectual activity he means the thinking of universal concepts 
and principles. An intuiting intellect (an imaginary construct) 
would, by thinking a universal concept or principle, know im- 
mediately all the particulars that fall within the range of that 
universal principle, without having to acquire them inductively 
from external sources, like sense perception. And intellectual in- 
tuition is one that observes a single particular and immediately 
sees in it the full power of the corresponding universal, without 
the need to go through all other particulars in order to draw 
the universal from them. These two modes of perception express 
one and a single capability, by whose negation the human fini- 
tude is defined, namely, the power to grasp immediately, without 
further assistance, the universal factor within a single particular 
and the totality of particulars within the common universal they 
share. The activity of such an intellect is creative throughout, 
devoid of all sensibility and subject to no external influence, yet 
particularizes itself into specific contents. 

Kant does not say there are actually creatures with such 
superhuman qualities, nor that there is a God who fulfills this 
ideal; he uses this superhuman image only as a model against 
which to define our own limitations, the kind of rationality we 
do not possess. The starting point of the Critique is that humans 
are not endowed with an intuitive intellect. Our intellect can 
only think, and our intuition can only perceive particulars. In 
other words, human intellect is discursive and not intuitive,® 
and human intuition is always sensible and never intellectual. 
These two, thinking and intuition (more precisely, sensation, 
which serves intuition as material), are two radically distinct 
operations that should by no means be confused. Rather, their 
rigorous separation is the living nerve of the Critique. The in- 
tellect’s action is spontaneous and flows from itself, whereas 


6. Intuitive—grasping immediately or seeing at once the entirety of the is- 
sue; discursive—gaining knowledge by the mediation of universal concepts, de- 
ductions, and inferences, etc. 
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sensation is receptive, and passively driven by outside stimuli 
(just as the British empiricists described it). Thereby the intel- 
lect is considered pure and a priori, contrary to sensation, which 
is empirical and a posteriori. Yet the intellect is merely formal, 
and depends on sense perception in order to receive the nec- 
essary data for the cognition of objects. Therefore, albeit the 
fundamental heterogeneity between them, our intuition and 
understanding must work together in order for us to have an 
objective cognition and an empirical world to be cognized. Here 
it is worthwhile quoting Kant’s own words: 


Our cognition arises from two fundamental sources in the 
mind, the first of which is the reception of representations 
(the receptivity of impressions), the second the faculty for 
cognizing an object by means of these representations (spon- 
taneity of concepts); through the former an object is given 
to us, through the latter it is thowght in relation to that rep- 
resentation (as a mere determination of the mind). Intu- 
itions and concepts therefore constitute the elements of all 
our cognitions, so that neither concepts without intuitions 
corresponding to them in some way nor intuition without 
concepts can yield a cognition. Both are either pure or em- 
pirical. Empirical, if sensation (which presupposes the actual 
presence of the object) is contained therein; but pure if no 
sensation is mixed into the representation. (A50/B74) 


If we will call the receptivity of our mind to receive represen- 
tations insofar as it is affected in some way sensibility, then 
on the contrary the faculty bringing forth representations 
itself, or the spontaneity of cognitions, is the understand- 
ing. It comes along with our nature that intuition can never 
be other than sensible, i.e. that it contains only the way in 
which we are affected by objects. The faculty for thinking of 
objects of sensible intuition, on the contrary, is the wnder- 
standing. Neither of these properties is to be preferred to the 
other. Without sensibility no object would be given to us, and 
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without understanding none would be thought. Thoughts 
without content are empty, intuitions without concepts are 
blind. . . . These two faculties or capacities cannot exchange 
their functions. The understanding is not capable of intuit- 
ing anything and the senses are not capable of thinking any- 
thing. Only from their unification can cognition arise. But on 
this account one must not mix up their roles, rather one has 
great cause to separate them carefully from each other and 
distinguish them. (A51-52/B75-76) 


The radical heterogeneity between these two sources— 
spontaneity and receptivity, or the pure and the sensible—is the 
foundation of the rigorous dualism that characterizes Kant in all 
parts of his system. Kant needs to sharply separate between the 
two in order to maintain critical purity in knowledge and in eth- 
ics, yet on the other hand he needs to link them reciprocally to 
ensure the possibility of knowing objects and performing moral 
action. Hence the problem of bridging the duality (known as 
“schematism” in the broad sense) that recurs in most parts of his 
system: what is it that enables the two poles to come together 
despite their stark heterogeneity? Some Kant followers suggested 
that both the intellect and the senses branch off from a secret and 
unknowable common root, but Kant adamantly rejected this so- 
lution. The unknowable source can only be intellectual intuition, 
and whoever affirms the existence of such a source is already 
claiming to know and to use it. The question of the common 
source lies beyond the scope of reason, and the Critique, which 
expresses the structure of the rational creature we are, must nec- 
essarily start from human duality as an unshakable fact. 


Skepticism and Dogmatism 


The Critique also traces Kant’s road between the two great ills 
he finds in philosophy, dogmatism and skepticism. Dogmatism 
ascribes to human reason capacities it does not possess, and 
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skepticism denies it the capabilities it does possess. The first 
builds groundless castles in the air, the second undermines all 
the grounded buildings. Thus dogmatism is flawed by exces- 
sive affirmation and skepticism by excessive negation, whereas 
the Critique, after rigorous scrutiny, combines within itself the 
negation and affirmation in a state of reciprocal and balanced 
tension. Historically, Kant associates dogmatism with Leibniz’s 
rationalist school and skepticism with the British empiricists; at 
the same time he finds that each of those opposing movements 
also commits its opponent’s fallacy: empiricist skepticism is dog- 
matic since it does not question its own presuppositions, and ra- 
tionalist dogmatism breeds skepticism because it leads to inner 
contradictions in reason. 

Dogmatism is usually understood as a stubborn or habitual 
attachment to an unproven position. Kant gives the concept 
further, more specific interpretations. First, Kant’s dogmatist is 
a philosopher of reason who not only affirms something with- 
out proof, but also fails to check whether in principle it can be 
proved (or refuted). Second, the term “dogmatism” indicates in 
Kant not only a flawed intellectual disposition, but also a specific 
philosophical position, the one his Copernican revolution is out 
to reverse. A dogmatic in Kant’s vocabulary takes it for granted 
that objects are things in themselves, and that reason can derive 
existence from mere concepts without the cooperation of expe- 
rience. The dogmatic therefore believes that reason can know 
what lies beyond experience, to penetrate into the “interior” of 
things, as it were, and rise to the knowledge of God, the freedom 
of the will, immortality, and the cosmos as totality—the tradi- 
tional queries of metaphysics. 

Among the dogmatists Kant counts all the rationalists since 
antiquity, including Plato, Aristotle, the scholastics of the late 
Middle Ages and the Renaissance, and in recent generations— 
Leibniz, with his army of followers, and he himself, Kant, in his 
precritical period. In those years, Kant says, he had been sub- 
merged in “dogmatic slumber,’ until skeptical challenges drove 
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him to discover a new road. Who exactly awoke Kant from his 
slumber? Kant’s answer has two versions. In a famous place in 
the Prolegomena Kant gives the credit to Hume,’ while else- 
where he attributes his awakening to the antinomy of reason.® 
These two sources are allegedly distinct, but as we shall see later, 
they are actually linked. 

By the antinomy of reason Kant refers to the contradictions 
that inhere in philosophical reasoning when it tries to conceive 
of the world in its totality and describe its characteristics with- 
out critique. Does the world in itself have a beginning in time? 
Is it finite or infinite in space? Is the world made up of free, con- 
tingent events, or is it deterministic? Questions such as these 
have resulted in paradoxes and contradictions ever since Zeno 
of Elea—especially when the answer takes on the form of formal 
proof. Thus the authority of reason was undermined as contra- 
dictory arguments were equally supported by reason. 

Kant started with the presupposition he held unshakable, 
that reason, by its very concept, cannot contradict itself. There- 
fore, if nevertheless we encounter a stubborn antinomy that 
refuses to disappear, it must necessarily be a merely apparent 
contradiction that, however, is deeply rooted in our ordinary 
ways of thinking. From here Kant’s way led to searching for 
the deep causes of the contradiction, and their removal. The 
conclusion of this investigation was that seeming contradic- 
tions occur when our mode of thinking takes the objects of our 
knowledge to be things in themselves. Therefore the Coper- 
nican reversal is needed, which replaces the dogmatic way of 
thinking with a critical way that sharply distinguishes between 
objects as phenomena and as things in themselves. Thereby 
naive realism is replaced by the philosophical outlook Kant 
names Transcendental Idealism. And since the latter allows, as 


7. Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, trans. L. W. Beck (Indianapolis: 
Bobbs-Merrill, 1950), introduction, 8. 
8. A4o7/B434, and regarding the cosmological idea, Prolegomena $50. 
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by-product, to solve the antinomy and restore reason to itself 
as a coherent system, Kant sees this result as reinforcing the 
reversal he suggested. 

David Hume, as Kant reads him, actually awoke Kant twice: 
first, as a modern skeptic who destroys the possibility of the 
new science, and consequently also as a classical skeptic who 
finds contractions and aporias in reason. Hume had started 
from Locke’s empiricist doctrine, which states that all our valid 
concepts, and even the Understanding (intellect) itself, are de- 
rived exclusively from experience. From here Hume rightly 
concluded that on this basis we shall never be able to reach an 
objective being, nor universal and necessary natural laws and 
phenomena. Our natural laws will always rely on incomplete 
induction and therefore will never be truly universal, and our 
ideas will be linked by merely accidental associations that do 
not necessarily express an objective reality. Conclusion: from the 
philosophical standpoint, a universal and necessary science is 
impossible. On the other side, Kant could not imagine Hume 
denying Newton’s laws nor their mathematical demonstrations 
or foundations. On the contrary, he assumed that Hume's “good 
sense” would force him to accept the mathematical physics of 
his time even though his rational-philosophical reasoning tells 
him—necessarily, given his empiricist assumptions—that such 
a science is impossible. Result: a valid natural science is both 
real and impossible—a contradiction that undermines the very 
authority of reason.’ 

The cause of this contradiction, Kant thought, was not the 
failure of empirical natural science as such, but the failure of 
philosophical reason, as long as it is based on empiricist as- 
sumptions. Hence, in order to explain the possibility of natural 
science we must abandon the assumptions of empiricism and 
assume instead that the understanding is an independent and 


g. According to my interpretation, this is how Kant understood Hume. (I do 
not necessarily imply it is how Hume himself meant to be understood.) 
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separate a priori fact, and that it is the action of the pure un- 
derstanding that introduces the necessary connections into the 
matter of experience, thus constituting an object and an objec- 
tive world.1° 

From here one can see that Kant’s struggle against skepti- 
cism and dogmatism concerns not only method but content as 
well. It does not simply seek a middle position between the two 
but anticipates Kant’s distinctive positive philosophy. The same 
Copernican thesis that replaces dogmatism is also meant to re- 
fute the skeptics in both their ancient rationalist form and their 
modern empiricist version, and its success in doing so provides 
a reinforcement of the revolutionary thesis.” 

The term “reason” has several meanings in Kant. Its broad- 
est sense refers to the human mind in its general capacity for 
intellectual thinking and self-consciousness—that which dis- 
tinguishes us as humans. In a much narrower sense, the term 
points to all the mind’s pure (absolutely a priori) functions, those 
that contain no sensible elements and are not derived from the 
senses. (As we shall see later, there is also pure intuition and pure 
imagination in Kant, and not only pure thinking.) Finally, pure 
thinking works either as “understanding” (Verstand) or as “rea- 
son” (Vernunft) in a restricted technical sense. Understanding/ 
Verstand works by applying itself to the senses, while reason/ 
Vernunft does not relate to the senses, but works to systemati- 
cally order the scientific products of the intellect, while striving, 
beyond them, to take off toward an unconditioned reality. 

The title “critique of pure reason” connotes all three. (1) 
The Critique explores and maps the overall range of human 


10. It is worth noting that Hume himself mentions such a conclusion, but 
dismisses it as an absurd idea that contradicts common sense. Kant, however, 
dared taking this allegedly absurd idea seriously, and used it as a foundation for 
a new worldview. 

11. The indirect confirmation of the Copernican turn will be addressed in 
detail when we discuss the “regressive argument” of the Transcendental Deduc- 
tion and the antinomies. 
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intellectual capacity; (2) it concentrates especially on the mind’s 
“pure” or a priori functions; (3) the Critique’s negative and re- 
straining side refers to reason in the transcendent narrow sense, 
that is, dogmatic rational theology and philosophy that claims to 
know the unknowable. 

Actually there is in Kant no notion of reason as such, as a Pla- 
tonic idea; there are creatures of reason, for whom finite ratio- 
nality is their essential mode of being and acting. Kant insists he 
is investigating this activity not as a causal process in time, that 
is, not as an empirical psychologist would study them, but as a 
philosopher investigating the atemporal forms by which objects 


cce, 


are thought. Thus he sets up a new kind of logic (a “‘transcen- 
dental logic”) supplanting the formal logic (see later). Kant was 
interested in deciphering these forms of logic (in knowledge and 
ethics) so that some readers get the impression that reason for 
him was an inert formal calculus, a system of mere static rules. 
However, Kantian reason, by its nature and source, is always the 
activity of a rational subject operating in the first person and 
capable (at least latently) to say “I” to itself in all its thoughts, 
perceptions, feelings, and acts of will. 

Furthermore, the subject-dependent Kantian reason is not 
inert. It is driven by certain inner tendencies that strive toward 
goals that inhere in rationality itself. Therefore, to get a fuller 
view of Kant’s background assumptions, we should consider his 
concept of “the interests of reason.” 


The Interests of Reason and Its History 


The “interests of reason” is a key concept in Kant’s meta- 
philosophy and, in different variations, recurs hundreds of times 
in his works. In the Critique it is implied in the two prefaces 
and arises again, more explicitly, toward the end, in the chap- 
ters on the architectonic of reason and the history of reason. 
From these meta-philosophical texts it is clear that the history 
of reason—its self-discovery and self-explication throughout the 
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ages—depends according to Kant on the clash between opposite 
interests of reason and the attempts to reconcile them.!” 

By reason’s “architectonic” Kant means the art of building a 
system by which a cluster of random cognitions is given a scien- 
tific coherence and quasi-organic unity (see A832/B86o). Kant 
emphasizes that the unification of the many ingredients into a 
system depends on the goal or end that organizes it. If the goals 
are external or accidental from reason’s viewpoint, the unity of 
the system is merely technical.!° A truly architectonic unity is 
achieved only when the organizing end of a system expresses 
the essential ends of reason. As human reason is limited and 
borne by a finite subject, the essential ends of reason are not 
necessarily in a state of realization; rather, reason strives to real- 
ize the ends imprinted in it, and this striving is configured as an 
interest of reason. In different contexts (historical, cultural, po- 
litical, philosophical) it may well be that different rational inter- 
ests look contradictory or actually clash; yet this cannot be their 
fundamental state. Hence the task of creating a valid philosophy 
requires us to reconcile different rational interests and find the 
right architectonic balance between them. The continued effort 
to do this is the history of reason—embodied in the history of 
philosophy—in which reason partially explicates itself to itself, 
while also generating obscurity and contradictions. 

The nuclear paradigm of the system of reason is latent in 
human reason from its infancy, and comes into partial and 
flawed view in the various historical systems of philosophy. Phil- 
osophical progress may be achieved piecemeal on some dispa- 
rate particular issues, but the systems built upon them, being 
one-sided and contradictory, must eventually collapse, leaving 
their ruins as building blocks for a later philosopher to pick up 


12. Different versions of this necessary and dynamic link between rationality 
and subjectivity are characteristic of German Idealism. 

13. In these cases reason acts instrumentally, serving not its own ends but 
the interests of others (as do strategists and technological systems). 
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for his new construction—which must expect a similar fate; and 
this process continues as long as the critique of reason has not 
performed its revolution. 

Thus Kant identifies in the philosophical culture of his time 
a clash between the metaphysical interest of reason, embodied 
in Leibniz’s dogmatic rationalism, and its critical interest, ex- 
pressed one-sidedly in Hume's skepticism. The history of reason 
is thus the historization of its pure paradigm, the actual shape 
that reason’s interests have assumed in their partial, one-sided, 
and contradictory embodiments in past philosophical trends 
and masters.!+ 

Kant writes: 


Systems seem to have been formed, like maggots, by a gen- 
eratio aequivoca, from the mere confluence of aggregated 
concepts, garbled at first but complete in time, although they 
all had their schema, as the original seed, in the mere self- 
development of reason, and on that account are not merely 
each articulated for themselves in accordance with an idea 
but are rather all in turn purposively united with each other 
as members of a whole in a system of human cognition, and 
allow an architectonic to all human knowledge, which at 
the present time, since so much material has already been 
collected or can be taken from the ruins of collapsed older 
edifices, would not merely be possible but would not even be 
very difficult. (A835/B863) 


This historical process is driven by the interests of reason. Rea- 
son’s interests are inherent to it and not directed to any exter- 
nal goal. In other words, human rationality is a goal-oriented 
activity, whose goal lies in itself rather than in anything other 
than itself. The common interest (call it a meta-interest) is the 


14. It is surprising to notice how, in this argument, Kant anticipates ideas 
that were later ascribed to Hegel. 
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realization of rationality as end in itself in the various domains 
of human activity: in knowledge, in the activity of the will (mo- 
rality, social, and political life), and also in the areas of beauty 
and the sublime. The striving for rationality thus takes differ- 
ent modes that constitute special interests of reason, includ- 
ing the theoretical interest (to know the world), the practical 
interest (to morally reshape the world), and also the aesthetic 
interest.1> In addition there are rational interests that work in 
all domains: the metaphysical interest of reason, its critical 
interest, and the architectonic interest that seeks to establish 
the right balance between the other interests and to resolve the 
oppositions that occur between them in a given philosophical 
culture. 

The topic of “The History of Pure Reason” (the last section 
in the book) was left undeveloped by Kant. But other, scattered, 
pages allow the following reconstruction of his views. 

The metaphysical interest had characterized reason since an- 
cient times and has gone through several transformations. This 
is the drive toward the absolute, the supersensible, the infinite, 
and the total. One cannot abolish this interest without abolish- 
ing rationality itself. Rationality demands a sufficient reason for 
everything finite, and will not cease until its explanations cover 
everything. Hence, the drive to transcend the world of finitude 
and the senses and rise to the infinite and total is essential to 
the human mind, and it would be irrational to disregard or try 
to eliminate it. However this drive has time and again gener- 
ated fallacies and delusions, from ancient magic and mythology 
to religion in its several variations, and again to theology and 
the systems of dogmatic metaphysics that arose throughout the 


15. The aesthetic interest is directed to the experiences of beauty as a uni- 
versally valid judgment, and of sublimity as the embodiment of the infinite. 
Moreover, like cognitive truth and like the moral will, the beautiful is free from 
external interests, and its end is nothing but itself. These characteristics suggest 
that the beautiful embodies the essential features of Kantian rationality. 
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ages. In all of these, a genuine rational interest was given a false 
and distorted expression. 

Unlike the primeval metaphysical interest, the critical inter- 
est is basically modern. In fact, its rise characterizes modernity. 
In its wider scope this interest demands to reexamine accepted 
beliefs and entrenched ways of thought and practice; but in a 
narrower sense it forbids making claims about real existence 
where no relevant sense perception is given—or can be given. 
Among other things, this means that any attempt to infer the ex- 
istence of things from mere concepts, which is the way of think- 
ing of the scholastics and of traditional ontology or metaphysics 
generally, is strictly banned.!° Finally, reason’s architectonic in- 
terest seeks to overcome the tensions and oppositions between 
its specific interests (the result of their being falsely interpreted), 
and to reconfigure them according to their true meaning, so that 
they complement each other in one coherent system. 

Kant described his project in three programmatic texts: the 
two prefaces to the Critique of Pure Reason and the opening sec- 
tions of the Prolegomena, and in all three he says it responds 
to the urgent need to resolve the antinomy that arose in reason 
between the metaphysical interest and the critical interest. Both 
are necessary conditions of rationality, yet they oppose each 
other in the contemporary philosophical culture. While many 
cling obstinately to an antiquated, “worm-eaten” metaphys- 
ics, others despise all metaphysics or treat it with indifference. 
Kant diagnoses this indifference as feigned and built on self- 
deception. “It is pointless to affect indifference with respect to 
such inquiries, to whose object human nature cannot be indif- 
ferent” (Ax). Nevertheless, Kant realizes that the indifference 
does not express lightweight thinking, but results from the “rip- 
ened power of judgment [of the age], which will no longer be 


16. We already saw that Kant has a specific concept of “dogmatism’; parallel 
to it, he has a specific sense of “critique.” Both concern the claim to derive reality 
from an a priori concept (without the aid of intuition). 
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put off with illusory knowledge” (Axi). This power is the critical 
drive of reason that attained maturity in the age of Enlighten- 
ment, and now has the task of creating the basis for a new, criti- 
cal metaphysics, which would reconcile the different interests 
of reason and have the status of “science,” that is, a valid and 
certain body of knowledge.” This, he says, is his goal not only in 
the present Critique but also in those to follow, suggesting that 
practical philosophy will also belong to the critical metaphysics, 
and serve as a metaphysics of morals. 


17. With these explicit declarations, Kant disproves a long tradition of inter- 
pretation that was especially current in the English-speaking world, according 
to which Kant had destroyed metaphysics. Kant, however, believed that he only 
abolished the possibility for dogmatic metaphysics, and established the critical 
metaphysics in its place. In the following pages we will see how he could justify 
this view. 
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Following Kant’s Argument 


THE ABOVE PAGES looked at the Critique from a more general 
perspective. (Textually, they also covered the book’s two pref- 
aces.) The rest of this book—its main body—presents a brief ac- 
count of the work’s main topics and arguments in the order of its 
chapters. The textual basis is edition B, with a few complements 
from A. 


The Introduction 


Kant’s introduction (written for edition A and extended in B) 
contains some of the main concepts and claims that stand at the 
book’s background all along. These include his definitions of a 
priori and a posteriori; the distinction between analytic and syn- 
thetic judgments; the claim that mathematical propositions are 
synthetic; and the reformulation of his task—to create a critical 
metaphysics—in terms of the question about the possibility of 
synthetic a priori judgments. 

A Priori and A Posteriori. These terms served in the scho- 
lastic literature to indicate that which comes before and that 
which comes after. Kant uses them in a meaning of his own, 
in which the “before” and the “after” refer to experience. An a 
priori concept or content is neither derived from experience nor 


[21] 
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dependent on it; in this sense it is “before” experience or pre- 
cedes it. On the other hand an a posteriori concept or content is 
possible only on the basis of some sensible experience (inner or 
outer) and is derived from it. Hence, an a priori concept or prop- 
osition can be known as true prior to any experience, whereas an 
a posteriori proposition depends on experience as a condition 
for being known and verified. 

Kant emphasizes that his philosophy deals with the abso- 
lutely a priori, not the relative one. A relative a priori is exempli- 
fied in a sentence like “the man could have known a priori that 
the balloon will explode if placed near the fire.” The man’s pos- 
sible prior knowledge is derived from experience and as such is 
essentially a posteriori and empirical. Kant’s concern is with an 
a priori that has no origin in experience whatsoever. He calls this 
absolute a priori “pure” in contrast to “empirical.” 

Transcendental and Transcendent. The distinction between 
a priori and a posteriori stands at the background of Kant’s spe- 
cial concept of the transcendental. Here again Kant borrowed 
a scholastic concept and fitted it to his needs.! Not only does a 
(valid) transcendental element not depend on experience, but 
experience itself depends on it and is made possible by it. As we 
are to see later, such are the pure categories of the understand- 
ing, which make the world of experience possible. Every tran- 
scendental element is also a priori, but not vice versa: our under- 
standing and discourse contain many a priori elements that are 
not transcendental, because the possibility of experience does 
not depend on them; for example, all the judgments Kant calls 
analytic. 

We should also distinguish between transcendental and 
transcendent. Although this distinction is crucial to Kant, he 
is not always scrupulous in observing it (and the line between 
the two concepts has become blurred in their English-language 


1. The definition of this concept is not included in the introduction, but has 
relevance to this issue. 
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use). A transcendental element (a concept, a principle) has the 
following features: (a) it is not derived from experience; (b) the 
possibility of experience depends on it; (c) it has no meaning 
and no valid use except in application to the world of experience. 
Such elements are the foundations of Kant’s critical metaphysics 
and the pillars of the objective world as he conceives it. On the 
other hand, a transcendent element shares only in the first fea- 
ture. It is not derived from experience, and is also inapplicable 
to experience. Hence it is not restrained and controlled by sensa- 
tion and observation, but breaks the boundaries of the empirical 
world altogether, which renders it empty and invalid. This is the 
domain of illusory metaphysics that serves as principal target of 
the Critique’s negative function. 

Analytic and Synthetic Judgments. Leibniz distinguished 
between eternal (timeless) truths, which are necessary by their 
meaning alone and cannot therefore be negated without contra- 
diction, and factual truths, which are logically contingent and 
could also have been different. Hume, too, suggested a similar 
duality—between necessary relations and matters of fact. Kant 
joins together these insights in the famous distinction, which 
has become associated with his name, between analytic and 
synthetic judgments. A judgment is a unit of discourse that 
combines a subject and a predicate.” When the concept of the 
predicate is contained (implied) in the concept of the subject, 
and can be derived from it by mere logical analysis without ad- 
ditional information, the judgment is analytic. For example, “the 
building occupies a place in space” or “my uncle is a relative of 
mine.” In such judgments we need not go beyond the informa- 
tion contained in the subject; we merely explicate what it im- 
plies. Basically an analytic judgment is tautological, because its 
predicate only repeats what is implicitly said in the subject and 


2. Kant alternates between the terms “judgment” (Urteil) and “proposition” 
(Satz), but “judgment” is the more accurate and better suited to his teaching (as 
will be seen in the deduction of the categories). 
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makes it explicit. But sometimes the implication is so veiled and 
indirect, that one needs a rather complex analysis to bring it to 
light. Therefore analytic judgments have often a significant role 
in the process of knowledge, although they do not expand it. 

An analytic judgment is always a priori and necessary, since 
its truth derives from its very meaning. Its test, says Kant, is 
the law of noncontradiction; that is, when negating the judg- 
ment generates a self-contradiction, the judgment is analytic. 
(The sentence “my uncle is not my relative” actually says, “my 
relative is not my relative,’ and the sentence “the building does 
not occupy a place in space” actually says, “a thing that occupies 
a place in space does not occupy a place in space.”) 

On the other hand, in a synthetic judgment the concept of 
the predicate goes beyond the concept of the subject and adds 
more information to it. For example, “the building occupies a 
place on Broadway” or “my uncle is a relative of the mayor.” The 
additional information differs from everything contained in the 
subject and no analysis or dismantling can lead to it. Therefore 
the negation of a synthetic judgment will not generate a con- 
tradiction, although it can be false. In other words, a synthetic 
judgment can be either true or false, but its falsity will be due to 
its failure to correspond to the state of affairs to which it points, 
and not self-contradiction. 

Typical examples of synthetic judgments that extend knowl- 
edge are those drawn from experience. Such judgments are a 
posteriori by definition, and the connection they set between 
subject and predicate lacks necessity, whereas analytic propo- 
sitions are a priori, and the connection they establish between 
subject and predicate is a necessary one. If we arrange the two 
distinctions—a priori/a posteriori and analytic/synthetic—we 
get the relationships shown in Table 1. 

Box 1 is necessarily empty since all analytic judgments are 
a priori. This is precisely the reason why box 2 is not empty: it 
contains all possible analytic judgments. Box 3 also has many 
members, namely, all the judgments derived from experience. 
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Table 1. A Matrix of Basic Relations 


A Posteriori A Priori 
Analytic (1) — (2) + 
Synthetic (3) + (4) ? 


So far the table would be acceptable also to the empiricist phi- 
losophers. The dividing question that separates them from Kant 
lies in box 4. Here are supposed to exist synthetic judgments that 
are not derived from experience, and yet establish a nonanalytic 
connection between two contents, neither of which is implied in 
the other. Are such synthetic a priori judgments possible, and if 
so—this is the important question to Kant—what makes them 
possible? 

Locke and Hume argue that box 4 is empty. Kant claims that 
the evolution of the exact sciences demonstrates, on the con- 
trary, that synthetic a priori elements do operate in the sciences, 
and it is they that endow mathematics and physics with the 
property of universality and necessity, which they undeniably 
possess, yet which cannot be derived from experience. If we can 
offer a theory that explains how these elements are possible—by 
investigating their origin, scope, and uses—we shall upgrade 
metaphysics, too, to the state of science. 

Mathematical Propositions Are All Synthetic. Contrary to the 
prevailing view, Kant argues that mathematical propositions are 
not only a priori but also synthetic. This is because the concepts 
used in geometry and arithmetic are the products of a special 
mental function he calls “pure intuition.” By intuition in gen- 
eral Kant understands the perception of particular individuals: 
empirical intuition perceives individuals by sensation, that is, a 
posteriori, while pure intuition perceives its proper objects a pri- 
ori. Pure intuition is neither sensation nor conceptual thought, 
but a mental function in its own kind (sui generis) which, like 
sensation, is related to particulars yet has the universal force of 
conceptual thinking. Pure intuition works by perceiving a priori 
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a basic singular unit—in geometry it is a unit of space, in arith- 
metic the number—and transcends it toward other units of the 
same kind existing outside it. This creates a homogeneous con- 
tinuum, from which the basic mathematical entities—lines, spa- 
tial figures, and numeric values—are constructed. The act that 
links the basic unit to others like it (or rather, to itself) involves 
each time a new synthesis that adds to the series a member that 
wasn’t there before, and cannot be deduced from its predeces- 
sors by analysis. The novelty here lies not in the content of the 
new member but in the new intuiting act that is required to 
produce it. 

Kant does not claim that such a process occurs each time 
we perform a mathematical operation, but that it stands at the 
origin of the mathematical concepts and entities that serve us 
in mathematics. The number 5 is the product of a construc- 
tion that adds the basic numerical unit to itself and stops at the 
fifth place. Therefore we cannot deduce the number but must 
construct it with the help of intuition in the way described. In 
the proposition 7 + 5 = 12 the number 12 is not contained con- 
ceptually either in 5 or in 7, and also not in the sign “+” that 
connects them. Kant says: “no matter how long I analyze my 
concept of such a possible sum I will still not find twelve in 
it” (B15). I reach the 12 by adding the basic unit to itself until 
the number 5, and then go on to extend the continuum with 
seven more places. (The formula 5 + 7 = 12 represents in this 
way the building instruction of the magnitude in question.) 
Similarly, spatial formations like points, lines, and volumes are 
the product of synthetic construction in space. Thus the mathe- 
matical sciences have a synthetic character due to the need for a 
new synthesis at any additional stage of constructing a number 


3. Kant does not say that we perform this entire process in everyday life; we 
have learned to rely on our memory and certain automatic rules of manipulat- 
ing numbers, which already wse constructed numbers but do not reflect their 
genesis. 
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or a geometrical figure, and because in this process, “help must 
be gotten from intuition, by means of which alone the synthesis 
is possible” (B16). 

This famous (and much contested) view belongs to Kant’s 
broader view of mathematics, in which the pure imagination 
with its work of “construction in time” plays a central role.* 

So far Kant has identified one area in which a priori and syn- 
thetic elements are at work—pure mathematics. While this sci- 
ence does not yet investigate the empirical world, but only the 
formal relations in the realm of numbers and figures, physics 
and the other empirical sciences apply the laws of pure mathe- 
matics to the processes of the real world, and use them to deduce 
and foresee real processes and events in nature. The role of the 
Critique will be to explain (a) what enables the validity of math- 
ematical principles in themselves (this is discussed in the Tran- 
scendental Aesthetics) and (b) what enables them, as applied 
mathematics (“the mathematics of phenomena”) to dictate their 
laws to real objects in nature (this is discussed in “The Analytic 
of Transcendental Principles: The ‘Pure Science of Nature”). 

In addition to mathematics, Kant identifies the work of syn- 
thetic a priori propositions also in the natural sciences, starting 
with physics. The scientific revolution of the seventeenth century 
as embodied in Newton's physics was received as an apodictic sci- 
ence no less than Euclidean geometry; and although an empiri- 
cal science, it is informed and determined by a cluster of a priori 
elements without which such a science would not have been 
possible. Kant cites as examples the principles of inertia, of the 
preservation of matter, and of the equality of action and reaction. 
These principles, alongside the principle of causality, are to be 
discussed as part of “The Analytic of Transcendental Principles: 


4. In the twentieth century attempts were made to refute Kant’s intuition- 
ism regarding mathematics by actually deriving the foundations of mathematics 
from logic—the best known attempt is Bertrand Russell and A. N. Whitehead’s 
Principia Mathematica—but the debate is still alive. 
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29, 


The ‘Pure Science of Nature”; together they constitute according 
to Kant a pure physics that is embedded in empirical physics and 
“deserves to be separately established, as a science of its own, in 
its whole domain, whether narrow or wide” (B21 note).® 

This is the ground that allowed Kant to reformulate the ques- 
tion of metaphysics-as-science in terms of the question of syn- 
thetic a priori judgments. The reformulation was introduced in 
the Prolegomena (1783) and in edition B of the Critique (1787), 
in order to sharpen the focus of the problem before him, but 
should not be understood as narrowing the wider philosophical 
perspective presented above. 


On the Structure of the Book 


The formal structure of the Critique recalls the familiar divi- 
sions of books on logic and philosophy in the German academy 
of his time. The main division is between a doctrine of elements 
and a doctrine of method; the first, despite its title, holds the 
main body of the critical system, while the second supplements 
it with related meta-philosophical discussions. The doctrine of 
elements is divided into a Transcendental Aesthetics (theory of 
sensation) and a Transcendental Logic (conceptual thinking). 
The latter divides into a transcendental analytic and a transcen- 
dental dialectic. The transcendental analytic contains the valid, 
experience-oriented part of the critical metaphysics, while the 
Dialectic (the logic of illusion) contains its false and misleading 
part. Yet the Dialectic has one important positive function: it 
turns the metaphysical interest, which aims at transcending ex- 
perience, into a regulative idea that endows the metaphysical in- 
terest with an immanent, critical use in the empirical world. The 


5. The reservation is due to the fact that this science—which Kant some- 
times calls the “pure natural science’—is indeed limited in scope. Moreover, it 
is divided into an original level and derived level; and the Critique deals only 
with the former. 


PART TWO [29] 


Analytic is further divided into the analytic of Concepts, with the 
theory of categories at its center, and the analytic of Principles, 
revolving around the synthetic a priori principles that rely on the 
categories and constitute the “pure science of nature.” 

It is interesting to note that Kant’s mode of writing is fast and 
succinct at first, and slows down as he goes on; so the volume of 
text devoted to each topic expands as the book progresses. This 
is a well-known phenomenon in many writers. Of course, the 
length of the chapters is not a gauge of their systematic impor- 
tance to Kant. The Transcendental Aesthetics, to which we now 
turn, is probably the most succinct in the book, yet Kant consid- 
ers it crucial both in itself and to all that follows. 


Space and Time as Forms of Intuition: 
The Transcendental Aesthetics 


By “Transcendental Aesthetics” Kant means a doctrine concern- 
ing the synthetic a priori elements of intuition.® This is appar- 
ently a paradox: our intuition (the perception of particulars) de- 
rives from the senses, and the senses are supposed to be passive 
and primary, that is, to perceive simple, immediate data, which 
nothing precedes or mediates. This is not only the view of the 
empiricists; many philosophers, including Descartes and his fol- 
lowers, as well as modern positivists, talk about an immediate 
sensible perception that provides simple impressions as build- 
ing blocks for complex concepts. Kant, throughout the Critique, 
combats against the notion of simplicity, not only in conceptual 
thinking and the consciousness of the “I think,” but already on 
the level of sense perception. 


6. Aesthetics in this sense is not knowledge about beauty, but the cogni- 
tive science of intuition. Intuition, in the Kantian sense, is the apprehension 
of particulars by one of the senses, which can be external (sight, touch, etc.) or 
internal. The inner sense is the perception of inner mental events (which empiri- 
cism called “reflection”). 
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The first radical move made by the Critique is the claim that 
intuition is not merely passive, and that sense perception alone, 
by itself, is unable to supply particular data. Passive sensation is 
not yet intuition: it is nothing but shapeless, indefinite material 
that requires certain forms of order and organization already 
for the sake of sense perception itself, and for our ability to dis- 
tinguish separate individuals in it. These patterns of order are 
provided by the mind to itself by means of the a priori forms of 
space and of time. 

Accordingly, the act of intuition is divided into matter and 
form. The matter of intuition is sensation in its diverse variety, 
while the form of intuition is the sensation’s location and in- 
terrelations within the frames of time and space. The object of 
intuition—the sensible phenomenon—is always subject to the 
minimal order determined by time and space. Moreover, these 
forms of intuition—time and space—make possible the individu- 
ation of the sensible impressions, due to which the sensations are 
separate from each other (in Kant’s idiom: “outside one another”) 
and appear to be simple. Actually, their simplicity is imaginary. 
They are indeed singular items, but this is already the result of 
being arranged in the pattern of “one by the other” (space) and 
“one after the other” (time), or more generally, “one outside the 
other,’ which is the common feature of both. Yet space and time 
themselves are not an object of sensation, and cannot be passively 
met in intuition; they are the conditions of possibility of intuition 
itself, and of our ability to perceive distinct empirical items. 

In other words, in the process of intuiting, the human sub- 
ject receives the material from outside and projects upon it the 
form that makes it into an intuition. The subject is thus involved 
in the most basic stage of cognition, the one that supplies the 
empirical building blocks for its further stages. This means that 
there is neither an immediate sense perception, nor a totally cha- 
otic one. Every perception is mediated from the outset by ele- 
ments of minimal order, an order that derives from the human 
subject’s mode of perception. The subject thus projects its own 
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patterns onto the basic shape of the objective world as an em- 
pirical world in time and space. And this entails a first, partial 
realization of the Copernican thesis already in the act of intu- 
ition and prior to the entry of conceptual thinking (the “under- 
standing”) into the picture. 

So the Copernican reversal starts already on the level of intu- 
ition: this point is of great importance to Kant. To support it he 
has to show that space and time are, on one side, a priori, yet on 
the other, they are not concepts of the understanding but forms 
of our intuition (what he calls “pure intuitions”). Kant supports 
this doctrine in two lines of argument that can be named direct 
(progressive) and indirect (regressive). (Kant’s own titles are 
“The Metaphysical Explication” and “The Transcendental Expli- 
cation” of space and time.) 


The Direct (“Metaphysical”) Explication 


(a) The a priori character of space is first of all seen in the fact 
that it cannot be derived by an inductive generalization from a 
multitude of spatial locations; for, in order to identify these par- 
ticular items as spatial, that is, as existing one outside the other 
and all outside us, we must already use the general concept of 
space we were supposed to deduce. “Thus the representation of 
space cannot be obtained from the relations of outer appearance 
through experience, but their outer experience is itself first pos- 
sible only through this representation” (A23/B38). 

Apparently this is a very broad argument, relevant against 
empiricism and positivism in general: in order to identify a 
certain particular as illustrating a general quality, we need to 
already have a concept of that quality. Yet more specifically, 
and less overtly, I think Kant is targeting here Leibniz’s view 
of relative space. Leibniz denied the view of space as a kind of 
container, shaped as a constant grid of coordinates into which 
events and entities are fitted. This view assigns to each entity a 
unique constant location, which makes it possible to determine 
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in an absolute way which entity is in motion and which is at 
rest. Following Descartes, Leibniz argued that movement in 
space is nothing but a change of one’s relative position; hence, 
strictly speaking we cannot say that the carriage moves and the 
tree is at rest, nor the opposite, only that their relative position 
has changed; and space is a derivative of these relations. Kant 
aims his argument against empiricism and Leibniz alike, and 
goes back to Newton’s view of space as absolute; yet he no longer 
sees space as a thing in itself, but as a necessary a priori form of 
human intuition. 

(2) Reinforcing this conception is a second argument Kant 
draws from a mental experiment: “One can never represent that 
there is no space, although once can very well think that there are 
no objects to be encountered in it” (A24/B38). In other words, 
we can mentally abstract from all the objects in our spatial ex- 
perience, but are incapable to abstract from the representation 
of space itself. Hence the representation of space is a priori and 
precedes the object (which also means that space is absolute 
space). The reliance on a mental experiment emphasizes that 
we are here concerned with our capability and incapability as 
humans. This important point underlies the whole theory of in- 
tuition. The Transcendental Aesthetics makes claims not about 
the structure of being in itself, but about the structure and con- 
ditions of the limited human subjects that we are. Space (as well 
as time) is the primary condition for any sensible representa- 
tion we might have; but space itself is neither a thing within the 
world nor outside it. Rather, a primordial representation derived 
from the nature of the subject, space is the necessary framework 
of all our empirical intuitions from which the objective world of 
experience is constituted. As such—as a subjective yet universal 
condition—it endows the outer world with the specific character 
of spatiality, and subjects it to the laws of geometry. 

Since the Kant literature often confuses his attitude to his 
predecessors on the issue of space, we might summarize it in 
short. Leibniz stood for relative space and saw spatial relations 
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as phenomena bene fundata (well-founded phenomena). New- 
ton stood for absolute space and regarded it as a real being.” 
Kant accepts Newton's image of an absolute space, but argues it 
is not a real entity but the form of human intuition. Thus Kant 
opposes Newton on the matter of the reality of space and Leibniz 
on the matter of its relativity. Space is an ideal, subjective form, 
but as such it is shaped as a system of absolute coordinates. 

(3 - 4) It remains to be shown that the representation of 
space is not a universal concept (of the understanding) but a 
mode of intuition, and thus is an a priori that is specific to intu- 
ition. Kant points out that space is a singular whose parts exist 
within it, whereas a universal concept subsumes its particular 
items under it. A universal concept (like “horse”) subsumes 
under itself a plurality of different items (like Bucephalus and 
Rocinante), whereas the representation of space does not allow 
of many different spaces, only of many homogeneous parts (re- 
gions) in the same singular space. This is also seen in the dif- 
ferent relation that exists in each case between unity and mul- 
tiplicity. In discursive (conceptual) thinking this is the relation 
between particulars subsumed under a common quality, and in 
intuitive representation it is the relation between the whole and 
part. From the above it follows that perceiving space is a per- 
ception of a singular setup and not of a universal concept, and 
thereby it is an intuition, albeit pure, and not conceptual think- 
ing. (A similar explication is given to the representation of time.) 


The Indirect (Regressive or 
“Transcendental”) Explication 
The direct explication of space (and time) is supported by a re- 


gressive argument that highlights their ideality. The strategy of 
a regressive argument is to validate a proposition or a theory by 


7. To be more precise, as God’s sensorium, which for created beings is en- 
tirely real. 
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showing that it alone can explain the possibility of some given 
fact or situation that is admitted as undeniably true.’ Kant starts 
with the evident existence of apodictic natural sciences, and asks 
what makes them possible. If we find a theory that explains this 
possibility (and if it alone does so) then the theory must be ad- 
mitted as true, even if, on the surface, it may appear bizarre or 
absurd. Now, says Kant, the image of space is not only a neces- 
sary framework of empirical intuition, it can also be made the 
object of a special a priori intuition that looks at space itself and 
studies the pure laws and relations embodied in it: this is the 
origin of pure geometry. But in order for geometry to be the 
universal and necessary science it is, it must be pure, not em- 
pirical, and relate to space not as a real object but as an a priori 
structure of the mind, that does not claim to represent things- 
in-themselves but only to serve as formal framework of whatever 
the outer senses perceive. In a word, only the features of space 
as studied in the direct explication are capable to explain the 
apodictic power of geometry, and this reinforces their validity. 

A similar argument concerns time. Time is the form of intuit- 
ing our inner states (approximately what the empiricists called 
“reflexion”). Time’s characteristic structure—a sequence of units 
that follow each other unidirectionally—is the transcendental 
origin of the theory of numbers (arithmetic). Arithmetic is pos- 
sible as rigorous science only due to the facts that (1) we have a 
representation of time that we can intuit a priori and explicate 
the relations of sequentiality that compose it, and (2) because 
thereby we study not some real object or thing in itself, but a 
basic form of the mind. 

At the same time there is a notable asymmetry between time 
and space. Time is more comprehensive, since some phenomena 


8. In the philosophical jargon this type of argument is called “Transcenden- 
tal Arguments,” a name inspired by Kant. But to avoid confusion between this 
generalized logical procedure and Kant’s substantive (and specific) use of “tran- 
scendental” in the Critique, I use the word “regressive.” 
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are given in time and not in space (e.g., mental states and 
events), whereas no phenomena are given in space and not in 
time. Actually, the perception of items in space is also subject 
to the form of inner time in which it takes place. This will have 
important consequences in many key issues, like causality, em- 
pirical psychology, and the question of immortality. 

The most outstanding conclusion that derives from these de- 
liberations is the dependence of space and time on the human 
subject: “if we remove our own subject, or even only the subjec- 
tive constitution of the senses in general, then all the constitu- 
tion, all relations of objects in space and time, indeed space and 
time themselves would disappear” (B59).9 

The human subject can intuit only through the senses, and 
sensation is possible only as mediated by the forms of time and 
space that originate in our mind, and function as primary con- 
ditions for the existence of objective phenomena in human ex- 
perience. The latter notion assumes—the assumption will be 
grounded later on—that human experience contains sufficient 
elements that provide it with order, universality, and necessity, 
in virtue of which it is shaped as an objective experience rather 
than as a bunch of accidental associations, and the first basis for 
that are time and space. This allows Kant to say that his doctrine 
upholds the empirical reality of time and space no less than 
their transcendental ideality. In other words, Kant’s teaching 
gives a new philosophical interpretation to the spatiotemporal 
character of our world, an interpretation that neither abolishes 
nor in the least diminishes the reality of the empirical world, 
and certainly does not present it as illusion. The world we know 
by scientific experience remains unchanged even after it has 
been metaphysically reinterpreted in terms of Transcendental 


g. This striking affirmation sounds bolder than it actually is. It does not say 
that removing the subject would lead to nothingness, but that it would erase all 
spatiotemporal relations and law-governed features that make up the objectivity 
of the empirical world. 
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Idealism. What changes is the meaning of objectivity, or em- 
pirical reality, which now stands under a different philosophical 
light and worldview.!° 

Thus the Copernican reversal is expressed already in the do- 
main of intuition. But this is only a first, ground-laying stage. 
The main reversal occurs in the work of the understanding. 


The Transcendental Logic: 
The Categories as the Foundations of Objects 


In the next stage Kant passes from the theory of intuition to 
the theory of thinking, that is, logic. Kant emphasizes he means 
pure logic and not psychological facilitators or auxiliaries; and 
within pure logic he draws a cutting line, one of the most impor- 
tant in the Critique, between general (formal) logic and what he 
names transcendental logic. 

General (formal) logic is a set of rules for using the under- 
standing in all its tasks. These rules apply to all possible objects 
of thought without distinction. General logic is interested in 
the formal relations between the objects of thought, and com- 
pletely disregards their content and whether they exist or not. 
Therefore its rules apply equally to real and imaginary objects, 
as well as to contentless symbols. Because of its maximal level of 
abstraction, general logic serves as supreme legislation (canon) 
and necessary condition for all acts of thinking. There can be 
no valid thinking without observing its rules, yet this is only 
a necessary but not a sufficient condition of truth. Synthetic, 
nontautological statements require further truth conditions: not 


10. Another explanation of the Kantian thinker’s empirical realism can be 
found in this quote from the A version: “In all the tasks that may come before us 
in the field of experience, we treat those appearances as objects in themselves” 
(A393). This does not mean the appearance is indeed a thing in itself, but that it 
is empirically real, even if the source of its objectivity is ideal. Therefore, it is pos- 
sible, and required, to make a difference, in the realm of experience, between a 
real appearance (a lake, for example) and pictures, dreams, or illusions of lakes. 
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only the agreement of a thought with itself according to the law 
of noncontradiction, but also the agreement of the thought with 
the object—and, first of all, its agreement with a set of further 
logical forms by virtue of which it is an object. 

In a trivial sense, everything we think of is an object of our 
thought, since thinking is intentional and always oriented to- 
ward something. Yet there is a vital difference between a merely 
intentional object, which could be anything that crosses our 
mind, and an object in the sense of a real entity in the world. 
Hence Kant assumes a special logic he calls transcendental, 
whose rules apply not indifferently to any object of thought, but 
specifically to the thinking of real objects. This logic is not meant 
to replace the formal, analytic logic. Quite the contrary, it is nec- 
essarily subject to the latter, but adds to it an additional layer of 
conditions by which alone one can think real empirical objects. 
For example, in order to think a real event in nature—as distinct 
from illusion or imagination—we must think it as a member in 
a universally determined causal chain in which it is both a con- 
sequence and a cause: this is not required in formal logic, which 
treats its object the same way whether it is real, imaginary, or 
mythological. Transcendental logic is thus a logic of objects, or 
the logic of objective being and the discourse that suits it, and 
not only the logic of a merely noncontradictory, coherent dis- 
course. Thereby it embodies and realizes the idea of the Coper- 
nican revolution in the domain of thought. 


Analytic and Dialectic 


Because of its object-orientation, transcendental logic must nec- 
essarily relate to intuitions given by experience, by which alone 
we can gain access to reality. (This demand itself is one of the 
conditions of objectivity that this logic sets forth.) Without being 
applied to intuitions, transcendental logic would be empty and 
lacking objective import. At the same time, this logic cannot 
determine the existence and quality of objects that presumably 
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transcend space and time, and of which, therefore, no intuition 
is possible. Such application will only engender fallacy and delu- 
sions. It follows that transcendental logic does not claim to set 
the conditions of being in general but only of empirical being— 
that which concerns real objects in nature. 

Nevertheless, the temptation is great to attribute to the un- 
derstanding the capability to determine a priori also the exis- 
tence and features of supernatural entities and of beings in 
themselves. This, as we have seen, is the main fallacy of dog- 
matic metaphysics. Against this background Kant divides tran- 
scendental logic into two distinct parts: analytic and dialectic. 
The analytic (the logic of truth) investigates the conditions of 
objectivity of empirical entities in time and in space—that is, in 
nature—and has constitutive jurisdiction over them; dialectic— 
the logic of illusion—transcends the conditions of time and 
space and pretends in vain to determine the existence and quali- 
ties of things in themselves. 

The analytic starts with an investigation of concepts—the pri- 
mary concepts of the understanding that Kant names “catego- 
ries.” Then, given this basis, the analytic proceeds to derive a set 
of propositions (or rather, judgments) that develop the kernel of 
the categories into principles, the first principles of the under- 
standing and of nature. 


The Analytic of Concepts 


By the analytic of concepts, Kant says, he does not mean the 
analysis of complex concepts into simpler ones, but a far more 
radical move: the disassembly or “analysis of the faculty of un- 
derstanding itself in order to investigate the possibility of a pri- 
ori concepts by seeking them only in the understanding as their 
birthplace, and analyzing their pure use.” As Kant says: 


We will pursue the pure concepts into their first seeds and 
predispositions in the human understanding, where they 
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lie ready, until with the opportunity of experience they are 
finally developed, and [then], liberated from the empiri- 
cal conditions attaching to them they are exhibited in their 
clarity by the very same understanding. (A66/Bg1; I slightly 
modified the Guyer/Wood translation) 


From here and other texts it is clear that those pure conceptual 
“seeds,” and the syntheses they perform, operate in concealment, 
or at least in partial consciousness. Therefore they have been un- 
known to their users and to most previous philosophers. (Simi- 
larly, in speaking of what he names “pure imagination,” Kant 
calls it “a hidden art in the depth of the human soul” [A141/ 
B180 ].) We might say Kant is here anticipating the modern view 
of the unveiling of unconscious mental formations (except that 
in Kant they are universal, and are not influenced by the sub- 
ject’s personal history). 

In line with the Critique’s judicial metaphor, Kant distin- 
guishes between two stages in investigating the categories: 
“what are the facts” (quid facti) and “what’s the law” (quid 
juris); in other words, he distinguishes between the stage of dis- 
covery and the stage of validation. The first, titled “Metaphysical 
Deduction,” unveils a synthetic-logical system of concepts (cat- 
egories) that claim to determine a priori the empirical objects. 
The second stage, the “Transcendental Deduction,” is meant to 
justify the claim embodied in the categories and show that, and 
how, it is valid. 


The Metaphysical Deduction and the Discovery 
of the Categories: What Are the Facts of Reason? 


Kant criticizes Aristotle for having picked his categories at 
random. He demands that the primary concepts of the under- 
standing be deduced and exposed systematically, according to 
a unifying principle. To guide his search for this principle Kant 
looks for the fundamental and most deeply rooted activity of the 
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understanding: this is the act of unification, or synthesis. Our 
understanding being discursive, not intuitive, its fundamental 
activity consists not in grasping or conceiving anything directly, 
but in connecting (unifying) the particulars of perception and/ 
or of thinking, so as to create a certain type of synthetic unity 
between them. The synthesizing work of the understanding is 
not one of many mental activities but underlies them all, as their 
enabling condition. An act of synthesis occurs throughout the 
whole range of our perception and thinking, not only in con- 
ceptual thinking and objective knowledge, but in any perception 
that combines different data, including associative knowing and 
acts of imagination (and also, as seen above, in the foundations 
of mathematics). Synthesis also underlies all acts of disassem- 
bly or analysis, since the understanding can take apart only that 
which it had previously combined. But while the ingredients 
connected by a synthesis may derive from any source, including 
sensation, the connection itself cannot be drawn from experi- 
ence. “Among all representations, combination is the only one 
that is not given through objects, but can be executed only by the 
subject itself, since it is an act of its self-activity” (B130). 

Here Kant takes a further step, asking how synthesis itself 
is possible. What function of the subject generates it (and thus 
stands at the understanding’s origin)? His answer: this is the 
function of self-consciousness. The subject, conscious of itself as 
an identical “I” to which a manifold of representations is given, 
ascribes the ingredients of this manifold to itself in the first per- 
son singular—that is, as its own representations—thereby con- 
necting them to each other and endowing them with unity of a 
certain kind. The unity granted the items of the manifold can be 
of different sorts—logical or intuitive, associative or objective, 
imaginary or subject to objective laws—but it always, in the last 
analysis, derives from the unity of the “I think” that is its subject. 
Thereby the idealist interpretation of synthesis is restated, and, 
following the Aesthetics, a further major layer is laid expressing 
the Copernican revolution. 
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Synthesis as Judgment 


Focusing on the narrow meaning of the understanding as 
thought by concepts, Kant finds that behind every connection 
of two or more concepts there is an act of judgment. Judg- 
ment is the primary form assumed by synthesis in the domain 
of conceptual thinking and discourse." Hence, says Kant, one 
can relegate all acts of the understanding to acts of judgment, 
and even present the understanding in general as the faculty 
for judging (A69/Bg94). The emphasis here is not on the propo- 
sitional content of the judgment—not on the substantive claim 
it makes—but on the act of making (performing) the judgment, 
which takes us back to the role of the subject. To judge that S 
is P means to connect two or more concepts in one conscious- 
ness and to unify them by the unity of that consciousness. This 
is Kant’s idealist theory of judgment, as opposed to the Platonic 
view of logical relations existing in themselves between prop- 
ositions and other logical entities. Everyone would allow that 
the judgment connects the subject-concept S to the predicate- 
concept P by mediation of the copula (S is P). The question is 
what hides behind the copula and what the nature of the con- 
nection is. According to the traditional view, the connection be- 
tween the grammatical subject and predicate exists in itself as 
within an independent logical space, while the judgment only 
copies or represents this connection in thought and language. 
Kant argues that the judgment creates the very connection, 
and that at work behind the linguistic sign of the copula is the 
unifying activity of the subject. In other words, the subject as 
consciousness does not merely face the sentence “S is P” exter- 
nally, like someone who represents a unit of discourse existing 


11. Moreover, judgments of the understanding are mediated knowledge, be- 
cause they apply to the objects of intuition not directly, but only through the 
mediation of a concept. (This is another expression of the fact that our under- 
standing is discursive and not intuitive.) 
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in itself; rather, the subject is the one performing the judgment, 
and thus mediating the connection between the elements of the 
sentence by ascribing them both to its own unity of conscious- 
ness. Through that mediation the subject constitutes the logical 
connection in question and the very unit of discourse. 

This analysis gives Kant the guiding thread he was looking 
for. Since, 


the same function that gives unity to the different represen- 
tations in ajudgment also gives unity to the mere synthesis 
of different representation in an intuition, which, expressed 
generally, is called the pure concept of understanding. The 
same understanding, therefore, and indeed by means of the 
very same actions through which it brings the logical form 
of judgment into concepts by means of the analytical unity, 
also brings a transcendental content into its representations 
by means of the synthetic unity of the manifold in intuition 
in general, on account of which they are called pure concepts 
of the understanding that pertain to objects a priori; this can 
never be accomplished by universal logic. (A79/B104-5) 


Since the understanding exhibits its activity in judgments, we 
must examine the various forms and uses of judgment, first in 
general (formal) logic, which is analytic, and, on this background, 
also in transcendental logic, which is synthetic. Both these sys- 
tems, each in its own way, embody one and the same set of intel- 
lectual root functions from which they branch off, so there is a 
symmetry and affinity between the two. Consequently, the list of 
forms of judgments of formal logic, which is already well-known 
from the history of logic and philosophy, recalls the list of pure 
categories and serves as a clue for bringing them to light. 

I cannot discuss all the details of Table 2, but will add a few 
remarks: 


1. The expression “S is P” may assume several forms, ac- 
cording to the logical quantity, quality, relation, and 
modality. Thus the judgment “all the French like wine” 
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Table 2. The Forms of Judgment and the Categories 


Form of Judgment | Example Category 
Quantity Universal Every S is P Unity 
Particular There is/are S Plurality 
which is/are P 
Singular Napoleon is P Totality 
Quality Affirmative Sis P Reality 
Negative Sis not P Negation 
Infinite S is “not-P” Limitation 
Relation Categorical Sis P Substance and 
accident 
Hypothetical If q then r Cause and effect 
Disjunctive Sis either Pl or P2 | Community 
or P3 (reciprocity) 
Modality Problematic [it is possible that] | Possibility (and 
Sis P impossibility) 
Assertoric [indeed] S is P Existence (and 
(propositional) nonexistence) 
Apodictic [necessarily] Sis P | Necessity (and 
contingency) 


is universal in quantity, affirmative in quality, categorical 


in its relation, and assertoric in its modality. The judg- 


ment “Jean-Pierre doesn’t like wine” is singular in its 


quantity, negative in quality, categorical and assertoric 


in its relation and modality, and so on. Thus there can 


be crosses between several classes, but the basic patterns 


are constant. These twelve basic patterns of judgment 


(“the dozen tribes of Israel,” mocked the satirists) Kant 


drew from the traditional books of logic after rearranging 


them to suit his needs. 


2. Although called a “deduction,” the passage from the 


form of judgment to the corresponding category is not 


really deductive. It rather seems to involve an intuitive 


leap, based on the affinity between the two contents and 
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assisted by observing the facts of reason. Some philoso- 
phers, starting with Fichte, saw this as a flaw, but to Kant 
this is a consequence of the finitude of reason. Since 

we have no self-particularizing intellect, our search for 
the categories can be only heuristic: the guiding prin- 
ciple tells us where to look, but then there is the actual 
looking—the act of discovery performed by an intuitive 
move aimed at the “facts” of reason (i.e., primordial ele- 
ments inhering in rational activity as such). 

. These facts of reason can have no further explanation. In 
this respect, the categories’ specific contents, as well as 
their number, are rigid and nontransparent data existing 
in reason itself (B145-46). 

. The categories do not exhaust all the object-constituting 
concepts of the understanding, but only their absolutely 
first layer. Based on these “primary” concepts a whole 
inventory of “derived” synthetic a priori concepts (power, 
motion, matter, event, change, etc.) can be worked out. 
Although they play a vital role in physics and other em- 
pirical sciences, and serve equally as a priori conditions 
of the object and its knowledge, the Critique does not 
elaborate the derived pure concepts because, says Kant, it 
deals only with fundamentals. 

. Implied in all categories, especially those relating to real- 
ity, existence, possibility, and necessity, is the proviso that 
they are used in their transcendental or meta-empirical 
meaning alone, which applies exclusively to empirical 
beings in space and time and not to things in general. 

In this sense, the concept of reality (Realität) alludes to 
the rigid, involuntary, and passively received character 
of sensation; the concept of possibility means there exist 
valid natural processes that might engender the entity 

S according to causal laws; and the concept of actual- 

ity (Wirklichkeit) indicates that S actually exists or has 
actually occurred. As for the meta-empirical sense of 
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necessity, it seems to add nothing to actuality; it expli- 
cates only one of its conditions, namely, that every actual 
existent exists by the necessity of natural laws. (This will 
be one of the sources of Kant’s natural determinism.) 


The Transcendental Deduction: 
Validating the Categories 


The Metaphysical Deduction of the categories presented a 
system of synthetic-logical elements (categories) that claim 
to determine a priori the shape of empirical objects and the 
foundations of scientific experience. The Transcendental 
Deduction—the heart of Kant’s argument in the Analytic—aims 
to explain why this claim is justified. 

According to the legal metaphor, the former discussion deals 
with the question of facts, and the latter with the question of 
law. Actually, however, the two discussions are not completely 
separate. The Transcendental Deduction uses insights that 
have already served the deduction of the categories, and vice 
versa. In particular, both share the view that (1) the “I,” as self- 
consciousness, is what connects the ingredients of synthesis in 
all its varieties; (2) that the function of connection is the funda- 
mental act of the understanding; and (3) that this understand- 
ing, as the principle of synthesis in general, works (even if unno- 
ticeably) wherever a synthesis of any kind takes place, including 
between the ingredients of intuition, imagination, association, 
and so on. As Kant says: “all combination, whether we are con- 
scious of it or not, whether it is a combination of the manifold 
of intuition or of several concepts, and in the first case, either 
of sensible or non-sensible intuition, is an action of the under- 
standing” (B130). Thereby two principles have been established: 
first, that the understanding penetrates all other functions of 
knowledge and mind and actually makes them possible, since 
all are built on syntheses, and second, that the ultimate source 
of the understanding is the unity of the “I think.” 
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From here it can be anticipated that, directly or indirectly, 
the rules of the “I think”—or the patterns of its activity, the 
categories—would be expressed in every synthesis the mind 
performs and would invisibly dominate also nonobjective (and 
subobjective) combinations of representations. 

The Deduction is not built as a single continuous argument, 
and it assumes different versions in Editions A and B, and in the 
Prolegomena.'” Nevertheless, it is possible to reconstruct from 
these texts a set of philosophical analyses, not immediately vis- 
ible, and to map the outline of their underlying argument(s). 

The movement of the Deduction branches off into two pro- 
cedures, progressive and regressive, that share a similar basic 
structure. Each starts from an evident datum and inquiries into 
what makes it possible. One procedure (call it “progressive”) 
starts from the datum of self-consciousness (the “I think”), 
and the other (call it “regressive”) starts from the fact that we 
have apodictic natural sciences. Although each of these start- 
ing points is at first investigated for itself and in its own specific 
terms, it turns out in the end, not without surprise, that each 
makes the other possible. In this way a positive, or benign circle 
of reciprocal grounding is founded: the unity of the object is en- 
abled by the identity of the subject, and vice versa. 

Paradoxically, both procedures use Hume’s skeptical argu- 
ments, while denying the assumption at their base. Hume had 
argued (and according to Kant, demonstrated), that no rule, law, 
or connection between phenomena can be universal and neces- 
sary if derived from experience. At best, experience can give us 
probabilistic regularity but not rigorous universality, and only 
associative—that is, contingent—but not necessary connections 


12. By “deduction” Kant does not refer to deductive logic in its geometri- 
cal model. Actually, Kant argues at length (in his Transcendental Doctrine of 
Method) against this deductive-geometrical model (championed by Descartes, 
Spinoza, and their followers) and claims that it should be banished from the 
realm of philosophy altogether. The word “deduction” refers to the Latin idiom 
de-ductio in its literal sense, i.e., guiding (and the guiding of thought) from one 
thing to another. 
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between phenomena. And since Hume believed (wrongly, ac- 
cording to Kant), that we have no other cognitive source but ex- 
perience, he had to replace logical necessity with psychological 
habituation in explaining the world. From a pragmatic point of 
view this may be sufficient, but metaphysically it follows that no 
connection in nature is evident and permanent, neither causal- 
ity nor substantiality or reciprocity, and therefore, as the young 
Hume had realized with anxiety and melancholy, although the 
world appears to us to be ordered and connected, there is nothing 
to prevent it from being at bottom disintegrated and unstable, a 
world in which almost everything can link up with everything 
else or be separated from it, and therefore cannot be expected to 
possess any objective, rigorously determined state of affairs. 

In a parallel way, Hume also attacked the idea of the identity 
of the “I.” Here too, says Hume, we may only rely on experience 
(in this case, inner experience, or empirical reflection), and this 
experience exhibits only an ongoing sequence of discrete subjec- 
tive events, but not a permanent and identical subject of these 
events. Every act of empirical reflection presents me with some 
impression—anger, joy, heat, desire, and so on—which at that 
moment occupies the center of my consciousness, and I can also 
become aware of my consciousness of it. Yet these are all mo- 
mentary units without a common substrate or substance—like 
theater actors who enter and exit a nonexisting stage.!? 

The Transcendental Deduction is meant, as an important by- 
product, to meet both of Hume’s skeptical arguments. It does so 
by working in the two directions mentioned above, the regres- 
sive and the progressive. 


The Regressive Argument 


To understand Kant’s point of departure in the regressive argu- 
ment we must remember he was working at the height of the 


13. Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, 1.4.6, “On Personal Identity.” 
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modern scientific revolution, when Galileo’s and Newton’s phys- 
ics looked no less evident than pure mathematics, the science 
that, from time immemorial, had been seen and accepted as the 
ultimate model of scientificity. This allowed Kant to state that 
at long last we possess, as a cultural-historical fact, an empiri- 
cal natural science whose laws and explanations are valid ev- 
erywhere and at all times without exception. Kant was unable 
to imagine that someone might seriously deny this. As we saw 
above, he understood Hume as trying to prove the failure and 
impossibility not of natural science, but of metaphysics. More- 
over, within the new science, from Kepler and Galileo to New- 
ton, there operate first physical principles—sometimes known 
as the “postulates of science’—like the principle of inertia, the 
equality of action and reaction, the principle of unilateral cau- 
sality, and the crucial principle that nature lends itself to math- 
ematization. These and their like make up a latent “pure science 
of nature” that operates at the bottom of empirical science and 
makes it universally valid. So Kant was confident that he could 
start from the evident statement that a universal and necessary 
science of nature actually exists. 

But if so, how are we to explain its possibility? Here Kant 
adopts the conclusion of the empiricists, especially Hume, who 
showed that once we admit the empiricist doctrine that claims 
that all elements of knowledge derive exclusively from experi- 
ence, we must conclude that no necessary connections are pos- 
sible between natural objects and events, only contingent and 
associative links. Hence, the assumptions of empiricism fails to 
account for the possibility of apodictic science—and this, says 
Kant, testifies to a major flaw in empiricism and the collapse of 
its central doctrine. 

The only coherent way to explain the possibility of science is 
to recognize that the understanding contains original a priori 
elements that do not derive from the senses, and that these el- 
ements precondition empirical experience itself: This implies 
that the foundations of objectivity (universality and necessity) 
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originate in the human understanding, whose own source in- 
heres in self-consciousness—and this is no other than the thesis 
of the Copernican revolution. 

The old conception of knowledge as a copy of the object is 
unable to justify claims about the object, or to make any a priori 
knowledge possible, unless we assume a divine mediation be- 
tween knowledge and the world, as did Descartes and Leibniz. 
Yet Kant, who refutes the proofs of God’s existence, must reject 
such a transcendent solution as an illusion.'* Hence, the only way 
to explain necessary relations in nature and science is to anchor 
their source in the human mind rather than in God, and not in 
man’s sensible apparatus but in metaphysical concepts and prin- 
ciples that depend on his self-consciousness. The Kantian thesis 
about the constitution of nature through the process of knowl- 
edge allows us to have a priori knowledge of several types of nec- 
essary connections working in nature, since the understanding 
that sets out to know nature is the same that had constituted 
them in the first place. In other words, the understanding thereby 
knows not something external but its own basic structure. 

The moves of the regressive argument can be schematically 
summarized as follows: 


1. We possess a pure science of nature (this is a primary 
given that is considered irrefutable). From here one con- 
cludes by a direct inference from actuality to possibility: 


14. In Descartes’s philosophy, the images in the mind are representations 
of an external reality, while the “natural light” enables us to cognize this reality 
and know its rules. The “natural light” was given us by God, whose goodness 
ensures that we will not be deceived. Kant could not turn to this transcendent 
deus-ex-machina solution, not only because his teaching puts God’s existence 
in serious doubt, but also, more fundamentally, because the Critique is based 
on the autonomy, however limited, of reason, and its main task is to explicate 
the immanent world and possibilities of the human being, who replaces God— 
the deity that cannot be proved—as the authority and measure of all things, in 
knowledge as well as morals. 
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2. A pure science of nature is possible. At this point an ex- 
tensive epistemological inquiry is conducted, concerning 
the difference between a priori and empirical knowledge, 
the meaning of objectivity, and the conditions by which 
alone necessary connections between representations 
are possible. This inquiry contains the main philosophi- 
cal content of the argument, and is summarized by the 
statement: 

3. A pure science of nature is possible if and only if the un- 
derstanding legislates to nature. 


From 2 and 3 we get: 


4. The understanding legislates to nature (the Copernican 
thesis). 


Some have complained that Kant presents a circular argument. 
Apparently, he proves the universality and necessity of science 
based upon the Copernican thesis, and proves the validity of the 
Copernican thesis based upon the universality and necessity of 
the sciences. The way we analyzed the argument shows this is not 
the case. The Copernican thesis is justified not by the pure science 
of nature but by its success in explaining its possibility, which is 
a common and valid way of justifying a theory. The problem with 
the regressive argument seems to lie elsewhere, not in its formal 
structure but in its substantive point of departure: Kant failed to 
take seriously the challenges to the apodicticity of science when 
he assumed it as an unshakably given “fact.” For this reason, in 
the final analysis, the regressive argument is only secondary in 
the overall deduction and needs reinforcement from its ultimate 
agreement with the progressive argument. 

Kant sees a further support (though not a sufficient proof) of 
the Copernican thesis in the Critique’s success to spell it out in 
a detailed and full apparatus of categories and principles of sci- 
ence, which realize the thesis in a complete and coherent system. 
Without this detailed realization the thesis would remain bizarre 
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(not to say outlandish, especially for the common understand- 
ing) and utterly abstract. One might think here of a detective or 
archaeologist who, based on an independent source, knows with 
certainty that some action has taken place (the cousin did it!), 
but cannot explain how and through which intermediary stages 
it came to be. Finding such explanation reinforces the theory 
and turns the evidence from abstract to concrete. 


The Conditions of Possibility 
of Nonscientific Experience 


On the way to the progressive argument (and again in its end) 
Kant opens another line of inquiry, asking about the conditions 
of the possibility of any experiencing in general, and not specifi- 
cally of the natural sciences. Here the starting point is the obvi- 
ous but unexplained fact that we have a multitude of sensible ex- 
periences of all kinds and shapes, and the question now is what 
makes them possible. The aesthetics has already set up two such 
kinds of conditions, sensual stimuli and the forms of intuition, 
space, and time. However, these are necessary but not sufficient 
conditions. In theory, these conditions would be fulfilled even 
if our mind would be flooded with a jumble of sensible materi- 
als that do not amount to any shaped picture of experience. Yet 
such a situation is impossible—not because it does not fulfill the 
conditions of space and time, but because it fails to obey further 
elements of order that anticipate the categorizing work of the 
understanding. Actually, Kant claims, an amorphous muddle of 
perceptible materials would only overwhelm the mind without 
becoming experience even in the everyday, prescientific sense 
(A111). Yet, as said, such chaos is impossible,!®° and what ex- 
cludes it is the fact that the empirical elements in our experienc- 
ing are anchored in transcendental elements. 


15. Excepting certain states of delirium and brain damage. 
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This means, among other things, that on the precategorizing 
level there are lower forms of syntheses that precede the work of 
the categories but take their rule from them. This is particularly 
spelled out in edition A. 


The Deduction in Edition A: 
The Hierarchy of Syntheses 


Kant stresses that there is only one objective world of experi- 
ence. Insofar as parts of our subjective experiences are objecti- 
fied with the help of the categories, they join the unity of one 
and only world of experience (as known by science). But, for 
the objective synthesis of science to occur, it must be preceded 
by lower, prescientific syntheses that take place on the level of 
perception and imagination. These lower, but equally necessary 
syntheses provide the top synthesis with material and infra- 
structure in a way that tacitly anticipates and meets in advance 
the conditions and constraints set by the categories, and makes 
them fit for unification. 

This means that even without (or before) being objective, our 
subcategorical perceptions and imaginations are latently already 
governed by the conditions of the top cognitive synthesis that 
builds the unity of the experienced world. 

Edition A illustrates this by sketching a hierarchy of three 
layers of synthesis:16 


1. Apprehension—All the representations of intuition arise 
within the inner sense, that is, within time; and as such 


16. Ag7-110. This discussion is sometimes called “the subjective deduction,” 
a somewhat misleading title. Kant says he is taking these mental processes “not 
in their psychological but in their transcendental characterization.” (As such, 
the text in A was actually meant to present a hierarchy of objectifying syntheses 
“which make possible . . . all experience as an empirical product of understand- 
ing” [Ag8].) Still, since early readers tended to understand this text as promot- 
ing a subjective idealism or psychologism, which Kant strongly disowned, he 
dropped the A Deduction from the revised edition of the book. 
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they are discrete items. But a manifold of discrete repre- 
sentations will never give us knowledge unless they are 
brought into unification. “In order for unity of intuition 
to come from this manifold . . . , it is necessary first to 
run through and then to take together this manifold- 
ness, which action I call the synthesis of apprehension” 
(Agg). A synthesis of apprehension exists in every daily 
experience that perceives shaped forms and patterns—a 
cottage, an apple, a stream of water, or a musical theme. 
Equally, a synthesis of apprehension exists in the pure 
construction of mathematical entities (a line, a number). 
. Reproduction and association—Apprehension depends 
on a synthesis of reproduction, in which the imagination 
brings back to consciousness a previous experience or 
datum that is no longer present to it. Since the represen- 
tations arise in the mind in a consecutive order, one after 
the other, only one of them can occupy the center of con- 
sciousness at any given time. Hence, “if I were always to 
lose the preceding representation . . . from my thoughts 
and not reproduce them when I proceed to the following 
ones, then no whole representation, and none of the pre- 
viously mentioned thoughts, . . . could ever arise” (A102). 
In order to unify the manifold into a definite form, 
we need, time and again, to make present the former 
thoughts that have been thrust into the past. This action 
is performed by the imagination, which is the power of 
making the absent present. 

Kant sees the laws of association as a privileged exam- 
ple of the synthesis of reproduction. According to these 
laws, if one or more representations habitually appear 
to me together, then later, when I perceive one of them, 
my mind will recall the others too. Kant argues that the 
law of association (which he calls the law of reproduc- 
tion) is not primary but depends on prior conditions. 
Above all, there must already exist a certain tacit affinity 
between the components of an association in order to 
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make it occur. In other words, although an association 

is a subjective and accidental perception, it cannot take 
place in any manner, nor between any two perceptions, 
but only between perceptions that lend themselves to 
being associated. If so, then underlying the synthesis of 
the imagination there must be a transcendental synthesis 
already at work, which tacitly shapes the representations 
and their possible combinations in line with the demands 
of the categories. This synthesis is the work of the “pure 
imagination,’ a mental faculty that the philosophical 
tradition had not been aware of, but Kant affirms its 
existence and assigns it a key role in his doctrine (as he 
already did in the matter of “schematism”). 

3. Recognition—Recognition is another necessary condition 
though not a sufficient one. “Without recognition that 
that which we think is the very same as what we thought 
a moment before, all reproduction in the series of repre- 
sentation would be in vain. For it would be a new repre- 
sentation in our current state, which would not belong at 
all to the act through which it had been gradually gener- 
ated, and its manifold would never constitute a whole, 
since it would lack the unity that only consciousness can 
obtain for it” (A103). 


Hence, as an anchor for all the previous syntheses we need a 
synthesis of re-cognition, which allows us to identify the series 
of alternating representations as belonging to the same mat- 
ter and as being thought by the same mind (subject); and this 
self-consciousness, even when it is not clear and explicit, is the 
highest condition for the many representations to be unified into 
a common representation (as in apprehension, etc.); thereby it 
conditions all the other syntheses. The top synthesis is no longer 
the work of the imagination, although it needs its indispensable 
assistance, but the work of the pure “I think” that works through 
concepts in agreement with patterns of the categories. 
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The above discussion illustrates how the unification of em- 
pirical objects in ordinary apprehension and association is 
neither primary, nor open to any arbitrary combination (as in 
Hume), but is itself made possible (hence, also constrained) by a 
transcendental synthesis, which the pure imagination performs 
in submission to the guidelines of the categories. Thus the cat- 
egories are indirectly responsible also for the possibility of asso- 
ciation and the other lower levels of perception. 


The Progressive Argument 


The main pillar of the Deduction, the anchor that holds every- 
thing together, is the concept of the pure subject—the “I think” 
from which Descartes had already started, but, according to 
Kant, misunderstood his own discovery. Kant also refers to it 
as “the transcendental ego” as well as “pure apperception.”!” We 
have seen above the role of the Kantian “I think” in generating 
all syntheses and judgments, and as the highest condition not 
only of objective cognitions but of all perceptions generally. But 
we have not yet asked, what are the conditions of the possibility 
of the “I think” itself? 

This question must be considered a paradox, even an out- 
right scandal, by post-Cartesian philosophy, which takes the “I 
think” to be absolutely primary and simple (unmediated). Yet 
Kant, who shuns simples, places this question at the heart of 
the Deduction. Descartes was right to start from the cogito but 
misinterpreted his point of departure. When Descartes thinks 
(or writes) the apparently innocuous expression “I think,” he 
is unaware that he already stands at the height of a complex 
logical-mental process that preceded that statement and makes 
it possible. The Deduction in its progressive move exposes and 
explicates this process as a series of conditions. 


17. In the Leibnizian vocabulary, “apperception” means self-consciousness. 
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The foundation of the progressive argument is laid down 
in paragraphs 15 and 16 of the B edition. The famous sentence 
“The I think must be able to accompany all my representations” 
(B132) presents the supreme condition of our thinking and expe- 
riencing, that is, of having any representations at all. There can 
be no experiencing unless it is the experience of some identical 
subject “which in all consciousness is one and the same” (B132). 
Kant emphasizes that this reflexive act (or self-consciousness) 
need not always actually occur, but must be always available as 
a possibility. The condition of my thinking and perceiving is not 
that I be aware of them at every moment, but that at every mo- 
ment I could become aware of them. 

However, the basic datum from which Kant starts is the re- 
alization of the “I think,” not just its abstract possibility. Such 
realization recurs in our conscious life whenever someone says 
(or thinks) “I think.’ Since no one contests this datum, one may 
start from it as an evident given, and inquire into what makes 
it possible. This inquiry combines systematic analysis with phe- 
nomenological insights—that is, descriptive statements about 
the nature of our mental functions—and is summed up in two 
sets of conditions. 

In the first stage it turns out that the realization of the “I 
think” would not have been possible on the basis of a single 
thematic representation, but requires that consciousness ac- 
company a manifold of representations and unifies them while 
asserting its self-identity through them. It is true that a single 
representation also requires, in principle, the possibility of the 
consciousness, “I think,” but the realization of this consciousness 
is impossible on the basis of a single representation, because the 
I knows itself only through its connecting acts, and here there is 
nothing for it to connect. Actually, talk about a single represen- 
tation is mistaken, and even vacuous, because it relies, as Berke- 
ley argued, on a post factum abstraction that severs a particu- 
lar item from the cluster in which it has originally appeared. A 
consciousness of a single representation is for us void, since for 
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representations to exist at all they must be accompanied by the 
subject’s self-consciousness, which is always the consciousness 
of a connection between several representations; hence it can- 
not be realized on the basis of one single representation. Such a 
“relation [of a representation to the subject's identity] therefore 
does not yet come about by my accompanying each representa- 
tion with consciousness [of its own], but rather by my adding 
one representation to the other and being conscious of their syn- 
thesis” (B133). 

In other words, the ascription by the subject of a representa- 
tion to itself as its own is never immediate, but is always medi- 
ated by a nexus of interconnections, where the nexus itself is 
not given beforehand but is connected by the subject. Similarly, 
the I too is not known to itself immediately, but only through 
the identification of itself as the agent that unifies that nexus. 
“This thoroughgoing identity of the apperception of a manifold 
given in intuition contains a synthesis of the representations, 
and is possible only through the consciousness of this synthesis” 
(B133). Also: “It is only because I can combine a manifold of 
given representations in one consciousness that it is possible 
for me to represent [i.e., to know, to realize] the identity of 
the consciousness in these representations” (B133). In other 
words, “the analytical unity of apperception is only possible 
under the presupposition of some synthetic one” (B133). “The 
thought that these representations . . . belong to me means, ac- 
cordingly, . . . that I unite them in a self-consciousness, or at 
least can unite them therein. . .. For otherwise, I would have 
as multicolored, diverse a self as I have representations” (B134). 

An analytic identity is the direct identity of a thing with itself 
(Y = Y). Yet the subject does not have a simple, pregiven iden- 
tity, with which it sets out to perform various synthetic func- 
tions; rather, its self-identity is realized only through its typical 
activity, which is the synthesis of the manifold—that is, the uni- 
fication of what is other than itself—and through the recogni- 
tion of itself as the unifying agent. In this respect, the subject’s 
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identity is not simple but the result of a process; it is an act of 
self-identification, one that constitutes identity, and not a pri- 
mary datum. 

These are the first phenomenological assumptions of the 
progressive argument (indeed of the whole Deduction). On 
one side they use an element of descriptive insight. Kant ob- 
serves the act of perception, which leads him to partly accept 
Berkeley’s critique of Locke’s account of experience.!® At the 
same time he also draws systematic conclusions from two as- 
sumptions already made in the Metaphysical Deduction of the 
categories, namely, that (a) the understanding, being discursive, 
does not directly perceive any contents but only connects them; 
(b) that the deep root of the understanding lies in the subject’s 
consciousness. From here he infers that if self-consciousness is 
a connection of particular items, then it knows itself only as and 
through that connection; from which it follows that an immedi- 
ate self-consciousness as in Descartes, or Hume’s discrete acts 
of reflection (the actors in a theater) are absolutely impossible. 

But this is only the first part of the story. In the following 
stage it turns out that the conditions we cited above for the pos- 
sibility of the I think are not sufficient. Not every combination of 
mental contents allows the subject to recognize itself as identi- 
cal in the diversity of its representations, but only an objective 
connection, one that constitutes an object, or at least, one that 
lends itself to being transformed, according to fixed rules, into 
an objective connection. In other words, the subject does not 
identify itself as merely connecting the manifold; the connec- 
tion must be such that enables the subject to sharply distinguish 


18. Berkeley criticized Locke's theory that knowledge is founded on singular 
atoms of experience—a red stain, a creaking noise, a rounded shape, etc.—from 
which we compose ideas of complex entities. Berkeley claimed that even our 
initial experience comes in bundles of impressions, and the singular impres- 
sion is a retrospective abstraction. Kant accepts—regarding this specific issue— 
Berkeley’s argument, while denying his assumption that the composition itself 
is based on experience. 
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between itself and the world—between subject and object; and 
that is achieved by applying the categories of real existence to 
some representations, whereby an ontological opposition is set 
between merely subjective representations, which belong only 
to my particular inner movie (my empirical consciousness), and 
objective combinations that can be ascribed to the unity of a per- 
manent, law-governed world, which faces me as distinct from 
myself. At the conclusion of the Deduction it thus turns out that 
the subject cannot reach a consciousness of its identity except 
through the mediation of a permanent object that is not itself, 
and through its own role as the agent who unifies that object. 
But at the start of the Deduction, as the first stage in explicat- 
ing the structure of consciousness, we only reach the statement 
that the I can know itself only through unifying a manifold of 
representations. 

The link between the two stages is maintained by the prin- 
ciple that mere unification is not enough. Not any unification 
can mediate the self’s identity, only objective unifications can. 
For a unification of any kind to take place, even at the lower 
empirical level of perception and association, it is necessary that 
its ingredients be capable of being unified also on the object- 
building level of the categories. This idea, which was spelled out 
more broadly in the A Deduction and the pages above, is also 
contained in the dense text of paragraph 16: “[these] represen- 
tations (even if I am not conscious of them as such) . . . must yet 
necessarily be in accord with the condition under which alone 
they can stand together in a universal self-consciousness, be- 
cause otherwise they would not throughout belong to me” (they 
would not be coherent with our objective knowledge of the world 
and with the I’s permanent identity [B132-33 ]). In other words, 
ascribing the representations to an individual subject presup- 
poses that they can also be ascribed to a universal conscious- 
ness, that is, be capable of cohering with each other according 
to the rules of the categories and constitute a unified objective 
world. To be sure, there is no need that all of them do so; some 
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representations may well appear in subjective, accidental inter- 
connections. But if we are to say that one consciousness unites 
them too, it is imperative that this consciousness be able to unite 
them also in modes that are not specific to its accidental stand- 
point but express universal and necessary connecting rules. 

This demand presupposes that the empirical representations 
alternating in our mind lend themselves to objective connections, 
and in this way, pure self-consciousness determines the shape 
of the basic givenness itself: Not all modes of being-given, and 
not all forms of experiencing, are possible if there is to be self- 
consciousness. Only that mode of givenness is possible, which 
holds the capacity of meeting the demands of the categories and 
the a priori principles of the understanding. Moreover, since 
Kant’s concept of objectivity implies a universal and necessary 
synthesis of perceptions (or the judgments thereof), every uni- 
fication in one consciousness tacitly contains the distinction be- 
tween objective states of affairs and merely subjective orders of 
time and representation. Hence it is necessary that all the repre- 
sentations that arise in our mind be transformable from the sub- 
jective to the objective level, that is, severed from the accidental 
stream of our particular inner experience and reintegrated in a 
new synthesis that constitutes a unified real world that confronts 
us. This transformation follows fixed forms that the Metaphysical 
Deduction has already discovered and exhibited (and which will 
be later developed in the “Transcendental Principles”); therefore, 
in order for self-conscience to occur, it is necessary that all repre- 
sentations, in their very givenness, possess certain affinities that 
match the latent, precategorical imprint of the categories. To say 
this is no less than stating that the world as known in experi- 
ence is subject to the a priori demands of the understanding; or, 
in Kant’s suggestive phrase, this explains “the possibility of as it 
were prescribing the law to nature and even making the latter 
possible” (B159; Prolegomena, para. 36). 

Due to the importance of this matter we shall stay with it for 
a while. 
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An objectivization of the orders of time and representation 
occurs fully in science, and, to a certain degree, also in every- 
day life. When apprehending a waterfall from where I stand I 
may perceive its parts, changing colors, rapidity, and so on. Yet 
the categories of substance, causality, and others, allow me to 
extract the representations from my subjective perspective and 
reintegrate their relevant input within different orders of time, 
space, and causality that determine the waterfall’s objective re- 
lations to the rest of the world and are valid for all observers. 
Similarly, we perceive the lightning before the thunder, see the 
top of the tree brushing the sun, and are habituated by other 
associative combinations that have nothing in common except 
being contiguous in our subjective experience. The categories of 
substance, quantity, and especially causality, with the universal 
laws of nature they support, make it possible to undo the acci- 
dental links of representations as they arose in raw perception 
and rearrange them in objective orders that fit the one world of 
experience called Nature. 

Kant stresses the need for existence connectives as a condi- 
tion for the possibility of self-consciousness. (This is also his 
argument against solipsism.) Every experiencing must be, at 
least partially, an experience of the united and coherent world 
that has already been constituted, otherwise it would split into 
a plurality of consciousnesses and there will be no experience 
at all. Free association has no bounds, and were it the only kind 
of combining representations in one consciousness, there would 
be no permanence and no necessity in these combinations, not 
even potentially, and Hume would be right that the word “I” re- 
fers to a plurality of discrete reflective acts that have no common 
identitarian ground. The identity of the I can be realized only 
because the multiple representations are—or at least can be— 
integrated in the single objective world order that is determined 
by the subject while separating itself from it. And this requires 
that the representations themselves contain a precategorical 
element of permanence that allows to reidentify them and to 
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ascribe to them stable distinctions, just as it requires that the 
sensible representations contain the potentiality of an objective 
order that permits us to determine them as belonging to the 
single unified world. It is only because consciousness, through 
categories like substance, accident, cause and effect, interaction, 
and so on, performs such objective connections while ascribing 
existence to them—and only because the sensible representa- 
tions lend themselves to such objectifying connections—that the 
subject is able to know itself and to reassert its identity within 
the stream of its representations, and say, “I think.” 

At the conclusion of the Deduction it turns out, for Descartes 
to be able to say (or write) cogito, he must already have had the 
experience not only of himself, but of some plurality—not a sub- 
jective plurality but one that relates to an objective world that is 
separate from his private mind, and obeys universal and neces- 
sary laws prescribed by the pure I through the categories. Thus, 
not only is the understanding, in working through the categories, 
capable of “prescribing the law to nature” and making nature it- 
self possible (B159; Prolegomena, para. 36), but, mediated by the 
objective world it has constituted, and facing it as an opposite 
pole, consciousness even realizes its own identity as subject. This 
is a benign circularity between two poles that make each other 
possible. The identity of the subject makes possible the unity of 
the object, and vice versa, the unity of the object (the objective 
world) enables the subject to constitute and realize its identity. 
The regressive and the progressive arguments thus support each 
other in a constructive circle, and the Deduction responds in a 
single (if complex) stroke to Hume’s two challenges, concerning 
objective knowledge and concerning the identity of the subject. 


Schematic Presentation 


Given the complexity of the progressive argument and its satel- 
lite arguments, it is difficult to present its course in a single final 
scheme. But one can sketch its territory with the following set of 
propositions (which can also be arranged differently). 


PART TWO [63] 


PART 1 


e Point of departure: we have a self-consciousness expressed 
as an identical “I think.” 

¢ All our representations are possible only in relation to this 
“I think.” 

e Human understanding, being discursive, does not grasp 
contents directly but only connects what is given to it. 

¢ The act of connection derives not from experience but 
from the understanding itself. 

¢ At the root of every connection there stands the unity of 
self-consciousness (the pure “transcendental subject”). 

e An identical self-consciousness is impossible on the basis 
of a single representation. 

e [Self-]consciousness can know itself only as the act of 
connection it is, and only by the mediation of actual con- 
nections it performs. 

e The “I think” is possible only through connecting the 
manifold of representations as its own representations. 


Interim conclusion: The identity of the “I think” is not given be- 
forehand, but is realized by its action in uniting the manifold. 


PART 2 


e If all our representations were subjective and acci- 
dental, we would have as many units of “I” as we have 
representations. 

¢ The connections through which the “I” realizes its identity 
cannot be merely subjective and accidental. 

e In order for me to have a stable “I” within the stream of rep- 
resentations, it is necessary that at least part of these rep- 
resentations be united through existence connections that 
are not subject to my subjective time order, but establish the 
orders of an objective world that is distinct from me. 

e Without the opposing pole of an objective world and the 
existence connections that constitute it (the categories), 
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I would not even have private, associative connections of 
representations. 

° All modes of perception, even the lowest, are possible only 
if they are capable of being transformed into categorical 
connections. Thus, they (and their ingredients) maintain 
a basic affinity that receives its rule from the categories. 

° Thereby, the categories present a further, indirect set of 
conditions for the possibility of sense perception, in addi- 
tion to the direct conditions set by space and time. 


Final conclusion: Through the categories the a priori under- 
standing dictates its laws to nature and even makes nature itself 
possible (i.e., the Copernican thesis). 

To conclude the analysis of the Deduction, several remarks 
are in place. 


1. In both editions, the Deduction is said to prove that all 
phenomena in experience “must stand under conditions 
of the necessary unity of apperception just as in mere 
intuition they must stand under the formal conditions 
of space and time” (A110).'9 The forms of time and space 
are conditions of the possibility of the particulars of 
intuition; and every combination of such particulars, 
whether objective or not, is, in addition, also subject to 
the a priori conditions of the understanding expressed 
in the categories. But the parallel is not complete; there 
is an important difference between the two sets of con- 
ditions. Time and space shape the sense perceptions 
directly and automatically, while the category does so 


1g. In the B version this conclusion is stated otherwise: “Now since all pos- 
sible perception depends on the synthesis of apprehension, but the latter itself, 
this empirical synthesis, depends on the transcendental one, thus on the cat- 
egories, all possible perceptions, hence everything that can ever reach empiri- 
cal consciousness, i.e., all appearances of nature, as far as their combination is 
concerned, stand under the categories” (B164-65). 
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indirectly or tacitly. Every perception must be actually 
spatialized and temporalized, but does not have to be 
actually categorized, only to be capable of undergoing 
categorization; which means that every perception is 
subject to the categories at least latently (in potentia). 

. Hence, the possibility of the I think does not require 
complete objectivation. Suffice that part of the percep- 
tions have undergone categorization—which gives them 
necessity and enables them to constitute an independent 
unified world of objects that faces the I—and that all 
other perceptions be convertible to the same objective 
world, while still remaining on the level of contingent, 
associative, or imaginary cognitions. In this way, the 
Deduction leaves room for combinations of the imagina- 
tion, dreams, fiction, personal wandering of the mind, as 
well as aesthetic experiences. 

. It follows from the Deduction that I and the world 
mutually constitute one another: the unity of the object 
is the anchor for the identity of the subject, and vice 
versa. But Kant did not take the all-important further 
step (which Hegel took) of arguing that the subject’s 
relation to other subjects is also an essential condition of 
self-consciousness (nor did he work out the moral and 
political implications of such a broader position). 

. Kant describes the pure “I” as transcendental, by which 
he means that (a) it is not a substance; (b) it is not a 
process in time; (c) it cannot have predicates; (d) there 
are no intuitions specifically relevant to it; (e) it is a pure 
dynamic-logical form; (f) it is not a thing in itself, but the 
highest condition for all empirical phenomena. Already 
in its famous appearance in B (para. 16), the “I think” was 
presented as a kind of “unaccompanied accompaniment” 
of the representations that cannot itself be accompanied 
by any further representation—which implies that it 
evades all thematization and all objectivation, and is 
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always a subject and never an object. Thereby Kant 
seeks to avoid the interpretation of the I think as sub- 
stance, even as an eternal soul (see later the section on 
the “Paralogisms”). On the other hand, every person 

has an empirical personality or soul, which is one of the 
world’s particular phenomena, one that exists in time 
(though not in space) and is subject to the categories 
and the laws of empirical psychology. This psychological 
soul is a substance (in the empirical sense: substance as 
phenomenon), and as such, like any other phenomenon, 
the empirical self is connected and constituted by the 
transcendental I. Yet the transcendental I can never be 
made a substance, neither empirical nor transcendental, 
but evades all objectivation while being the highest con- 
dition for them all. 

. In the B edition Kant inserted a section on “The Refuta- 
tion of Idealism,’ in order to prove (against Berkeley) 
the reality of the outer world in space and to refute Des- 
cartes’s (and the solipsists’) claim that a worldless ego is 
possible. The refutation of Idealism is based on the same 
logic as the progressive argument (in its second stage), 
and by joining the two texts we get approximately the 
following: if there is to be an identical self-consciousness 
(like the one we actually have), then our mind cannot 
contain a merely floating and unstable stream of con- 
sciousness. Facing it there must be also a stable and per- 
manent opposite pole in which the subject can find an 
anchor for its self-identity. This anchor is provided by the 
objective world of experience in space and time, which 
distinguishes itself from the accidental junctions of the 
subjective stream of consciousness, doing so through the 
categories and the necessary existence connections they 
establish between phenomena. Thereby the categories 
are the necessary conditions not only for the possibility 
of objective knowledge and its objects, but also for the 
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possibility of the identical self-consciousness from which 
we started. 

6. Finally, we are in a position to summarize in three 
points the profound difference between Kant and Des- 
cartes, despite their apparent common starting point: 
(a) Descartes saw the cogito as a simple, unmediated 
given that has no previous conditions for its possibility; 
(b) Descartes presupposed the possibility of a worldless 
subject; (c) Descartes understood the ego as a substance, 
even as an eternal soul. Kant in the Deduction refutes the 
first two claims and sets the ground for refuting the third 
later in the Dialectic. 


Schematism 


Under this title Kant raises a wider problem that penetrates all 
parts of his system. The problem arises from the rigorous du- 
ality and hiatus between the senses and the understanding, or 
more precisely, between receptivity and spontaneity, which are 
the components of the Kantian synthesis not only in knowledge 
but also in applying morality to the world of the senses. Without 
combining these two elements there is nothing; but what will 
account for the success of their unification? 

In the final analysis, Kant has no satisfactory answer and 
must view the fact of the synthesis as contingent, a happy occur- 
rence that reason cannot account for. All we can do is explore the 
how and not the why, that is, discover the intermediary appara- 
tus through which that happy chance, which the Deduction af- 
firms, occurs.?° From this viewpoint the section on schematism 
adds nothing in principle to the Deduction; but it greatly 
enriches the picture of the mind’s capacities, including the 


20. After all, the Deduction had proved that without the possibility of the 
objective synthesis, even the associative and random experience of the senses 
would not be possible. 
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mediating apparatus between the senses and the understand- 
ing. In so doing it sheds light on the pure imagination, a special 
faculty that tradition did not recognize, but to which Kant, who 
believes he has discovered it, assigns a crucial role as the bolt 
that unites all the elements of perception, the sensible as well as 
the intellectual. 

Pure imagination uses time, the form of intuition, as mate- 
rial for building schemes for the categories. By “scheme” Kant 
means the exhibition of a conceptual content within the medium 
of pure intuition. In a less rigorous idiom we might say that this 
is a kind of translation of the category’s content into temporal 
terms. Pure imagination looks at the form of time and shapes 
it in time patterns that are supposed to exhibit (or embody) the 
categories. The background assumption here is that the embodi- 
ment involves not the loss of any of the category’s content, but 
only changes of the medium in which it is exhibited. As such, the 
scheme is said to serve as a mediating factor between the matter 
of sense perception and the categories. Furthermore, the scheme 
is a condition for the very use of the categories. The category 
cannot apply directly to empirical intuition, but must undergo 
schematization, that is, embodiment in a scheme, in order to 
be meaningful and apt for use. And from the opposite side, the 
matter of the senses must be ordered and connected in agree- 
ment with some temporal scheme (one or more), in order to be 
able to undergo categorization. 

The table of schemes Kant offers is quite intuitive and, as is 
his custom, divided according to the four groups of categories. 
In the group of quantity, the scheme of the concept of empirical 
quantity is number (built upon the form of time); that is, the 
numerical value of the magnitudes intuited in experience links 
them to the category of pure quantity. In the group of quality, 
the scheme of the concept of reality is filled time (in sensation), 
while the scheme of the category of negation is empty time 
(empty of all sensation and thought). In the group of relation, 
the scheme of the concept of substance is the permanence of 
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the real in time, that is, its representation as a constant sub- 
strate of alterations. The scheme of the category of causality 
is the succession of the real in time according to a law; and 
the scheme of community (interaction, reciprocity) is the si- 
multaneity of existence of the real. In the group of modality, 
the schemes of possibility, actuality, and necessity are, in that 
order, the agreement of an object with the conditions of time, 
the existence of an object at a certain time, and the existence of 
an object in all time. 

From the above it follows that in order to apply the category 
of quantity, the matter of intuition must possess a numerical 
magnitude; in order to apply the category of substance, a per- 
manence in time must be represented; to apply the category 
of causality there must be a law-governed succession in time; 
and to apply interaction, the scheme of simultaneity must be at 
work. The category has nothing to hold on to unless the matter of 
intuition is first organized by a scheme, and vice versa: without 
exhibiting the content of the category in the medium of time, we 
have no way of applying the category to the matter of intuition. 
(Of course, all these conditions, set by the schematism, while 
expressing the Copernican thesis in more detail, also restrict its 
effective range to the bounds of time, that is, to the immanent 
empirical world.) 

Seen from this angle of schematism, the imagination and the 
schemes it builds are supposed to mediate the constitution of 
empirical objects and laws. However, they do not (and are not 
supposed to) explain the coming together in the final synthesis 
of the two radically heterogeneous sources, the spontaneous and 
the receptive.?! This puzzle has no solution in Kant, who rejects 
the temptation to place some unknown “common origin” at their 
root. The schematism only spells out in more detail the cognitive 


21. Actually, as the schemes are entirely pure elements, they cannot par- 
ticipate in both poles, the receptive and the spontaneous, but should count as 
belonging entirely to spontaneity. 
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apparatus of their union, whose factwal occurrence, as proved by 
the Deduction, remains a “happy chance.” 


The Analytic of Transcendental Principles: 
The “Pure Science of Nature” 


The transcendental analytic is divided into two: the analytic of 
concepts and the analytic of principles. The former deals with 
categories, which are the ground concepts of the synthetic logic, 
and the latter develops these concepts into propositions. These 
are the synthetic a priori propositions (judgments) whose pos- 
sibility was linked to the question of metaphysics as science. No 
wonder, therefore, that here we find most of the basic postulates 
of modern science as it has taken shape since the scientific revo- 
lutions of the seventeenth century, including the principles of 
the mathematical quantifiability of nature, the dependence on 
observation, the law of mechanical causality, the law of interac- 
tion, and the conservation of a basic physical quantity in nature. 
For this reason, Kant names his doctrine of principles, with the 
categories at their base, “a pure science of nature,” that is, the a 
priori foundations of the empirical natural sciences. 

Kant defines his set of principles as “rules for the objective 
use of the categories.” The term “objective use” is meant here 
in the sense of objectifying use, the one that constitutes an ob- 
ject. This use is built on the supreme principle that “every object 
stands under the necessary conditions of the synthetic unity of 
the manifold of intuition in a possible experience” (A158/B197). 
In other words, the possibility of an objective entity—the pos- 
sibility that such an entity would exist in nature and be what 
it is—depends on complying with a set of prior conditions that 
must be fulfilled if a synthetic unification of many representa- 
tions in one consciousness is to take place. And this is none other 
than asserting the Copernican thesis, which Kant rephrases here 
in a dry, but precise language packed with implications: “The 
conditions of the possibility of experience in general are at the 
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same time conditions of the possibility of the objects of experi- 
ence” (A154/B197). Put differently, the a priori knowledge condi- 
tions under which alone we are able to unite representations in 
one consciousness and create a scientific, objective world pic- 
ture are the same as the ontological existence conditions under 
which the objects in that world can be what they are, and what 
our knowledge says they are. From here one can understand the 
ontological import of the Copernican shift, which determines 
not only the structure of knowledge but equally the structure of 
(empirical) being. 

Following the categories, the system of Transcendental Prin- 
ciples is divided in four groups. Their titles are quite elaborate, 
but whether they are called “axioms” or “anticipations” or “anal- 
ogies” or “postulates,” they all do the same work: spelling out the 
primary apparatus of synthetic a priori judgments. 

(A) The Axioms of Intuition state that all intuitions are ex- 
tensive magnitudes. Every intuition is given in time and often 
in space too, and since space and time are extending systems 
built as a synthesis of homogeneous components located out- 
side one another, every particular intuition also possesses a cer- 
tain extensive magnitude. Furthermore, this magnitude can be 
mathematically determined, since space and time by which they 
are constructed are equally the origins of mathematics. In this 
way the Axioms of Intuition make possible the mathematization 
of nature, which is one of the pillars of modern science since 
Kepler, Galileo, and Descartes. In Kant’s words, it is the tran- 
scendental principle that ensures the passage from pure math- 
ematics to an applied “mathematics of nature” to which all natu- 
ral phenomena must submit. What the understanding is here 
dictating is that all natural phenomena must follow the laws, 
measurements, and quantitative relations of mathematics (not 
a self-evident matter). In other words, the ability of the matter of 
intuition (sensation, etc.) to be mathematically determined and 
quantified is an a priori condition of the very possibility of na- 
ture and the objects within it. 
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(B) This idea finds its complement in the Anticipations of 
Perception. Their principle states that every sensation (without 
which there can be no objectification) is subject to quantifiable 
degrees of intensity. Here we are dealing with intensive, not ex- 
tensive magnitudes. For example, in feeling pain or watching a 
candle burning, our sensation lasts a certain time; but we can 
also focus on the sensation itself, as if in a timeless instant, and 
ask what was the power or intensity of the pain or the flashing 
light. Kant’s principle states that the degree of intensity must 
also lend itself to mathematical expression. This widens the 
principle of nature’s mathematical quantifiability to the do- 
main of inner sensation, including empirical psychology and its 
derivatives. 

Notes to the Mathematical Principles: 

Kant stresses that the content of the mathematical axioms 
(such as Euclid’s) and the primary modes of demonstration can- 
not be known by the understanding but only by pure intuition. 
The a priori understanding states only that there can be no ob- 
ject in nature that is not subject to the possibility of mathema- 
tization (or, for space, geometrization). But what are the axioms 
of the geometrical system to which the object is subject—this 
cannot be discovered by the understanding, but must be derived 
from pure intuition. (Thereby, perhaps, Kant’s theory leaves 
an opening for using non-Euclidean geometry in physics, even 
though Kant himself did not come up with such an idea, which 
to him would have looked outlandish.) 

The subjection of nature to the rules and parameters of 
mathematics is far from being self-evident. Why should the 
calculations we perform in a purely formal science like math- 
ematics be binding on nature—that is, verified by experience? 
No formal-logical necessity obtains here, since assuming the op- 
posite involves no logical contradiction. The philosopher must 
therefore explain why, despite the lack of formal-logical neces- 
sity, there is nevertheless a transcendental-logical necessity at 
work here. This necessity does not flow analytically from the 
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very use of concepts, but derives synthetically from the condi- 
tions of uniting representations in one consciousness, and there- 
fore is an a priori condition of our very possibility to think real 
objects in nature. 

This, then, summarizes Kant’s message in the Axioms of In- 
tuition. Empirical nature is utterly impossible unless it is math- 
ematically quantifiable, and this is a law not of formal logic, but 
of the transcendental logic discussed here (which may, at will, be 
also named synthetic, meta-empirical, or metaphysical). 

(C) The Analogies of Experience practically occupy the 
center of the Transcendental Principles. The need for necessary 
relations between the natural phenomena is determined here as 
an a priori condition of their possibility. These are the relation 
of substance, causality, and reciprocal action, all of which are 
existence connections. In other words, in the analogies we no 
longer consider the conditions of intuition or perception merely, 
but the conditions of existence of natural phenomena as actual 
entities. And here, too, Kant’s answer to Hume is sketched out. 
Hume's question can be reformulated thus: are the relations be- 
tween the things we perceive in nature necessary or contingent? 
To which Kant responds: there is no difference between the exis- 
tence of these things and the existence of necessary connections 
between them. The existence of necessary connections is an a 
priori condition for the existence of a natural world and of actual 
objects in it. 

This is a clear variety of the Copernican thesis. Moreover, 
the proofs Kant presents of the validity of the principles of sub- 
stance, causality, and reciprocal action work as a variant of the 
progressive argument of the Deduction. All three are presented 
in terms of the relation between subjective and objective orders 
of time and representation. We experience a certain bundle of 
perceptions that appear in a certain subjective order of time and 
of association. The role of objective knowledge is to replace these 
orders by objective ones that determine the object through uni- 
versal and necessary laws of a world that is separate from myself, 
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and does not depend on the accidental changes of my perspec- 
tives. Kant tries to show that this replacement requires the use 
of certain types of necessary connection that are determined in 
accordance with the categories and rephrased in the Analogies. 

There are three Analogies of Experience. 

First Analogy—the principle of the permanence of 
substance—“In all change of appearances substance persists, 
and its quantum is neither increased nor diminished in nature” 
(B224). 

In order to pass from subjective to objective time, one needs 
to break away from the realm of the transient in general and 
assume a permanent substrate in relation to which the changes 
take place and can be measured. This basic principle leads Kant 
to two conclusions. First is that the background against which 
one can estimate change is time itself. Time, says Kant, does not 
pass away, only the appearances in it do. Time is the persist- 
ing framework of alteration. Then Kant takes a further step. He 
develops the concept of time into the notion of duration, which 
means that some entity persists in time and becomes the per- 
manent element and substrate of changes we are seeking. In 
consequence Kant affirms (like the pre-Socratics, or Descartes) 
that there is in nature an elementary physical quantity which 
remains the same in all the physical changes. Kant calls this ele- 
ment “substance” (Substanz), which carries also the connotation 
of matter. 

Thereby Kant lays down the a priori basis for the venerated 
Law of Conservation, which had accompanied modern science 
since the seventeenth century. Descartes spoke of the conserva- 
tion of motion, others maintained the conservation of matter, 
then of energy. Kant does not commit himself to the specific na- 
ture of the conserved physical quantity: is it matter? motion? 
energy? This is an empirical question that philosophy cannot 
answer a priori. However, the philosopher can determine a pri- 
ori that, if there is a unified nature, then necessarily its basic 
physical quantity remains the same in all alterations. 
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A certain equivocation arises occasionally when Kant speaks 
of substances in the plural. The empirical changes occurring in 
a single substance—a tree, a person, a mountain—are subject 
to a similar rule. It is impossible to perceive changes, certainly 
not generation and extinction or passing away, unless they are 
perceived as altering states of something that persists; and this 
is the substance. Kant says, “everything that is altered is lasting, 
and only its state changes” (A187/B230). And, in a somewhat 
paradoxical phrasing, only the permanent (substance) changes. 
A person whose skin got tanned has changed, but the white skin 
did not change, it passed away. (The issue of particular sub- 
stances leaves open the question of how their concept relates to 
that of substance in general.) 

Second Analogy—the principle of causality (more pre- 
cisely—of succession in time according to the law of causality) — 
“all alterations occur in accordance with the law of the connec- 
tion of cause and effect” (B232). 

This is, so to speak, the senior principle, at least historically; 
and its proof is based on a variant of the progressive argument. 
Sense perception yields subjective orders of time and represen- 
tation, and in order to pass on to objective orders, one would 
usually have to change or reverse the order of time. (The light- 
ning is simultaneous with the thunder and does not precede it, 
the smoking gun comes before the victim's body, although it was 
discovered afterward.) For that we need a rule that enables us 
to determine in each case what is the right temporal order—the 
one belonging to the objective state of affairs; and this rule de- 
rives from the object's causal relations. The principle of causality 
in its primary role has to determine the correct temporal orders 
in the unified world; it is a principle for setting the sequence of 
time in a new order. 

More specifically, Kant argues that in order for us to have an 
objective world—and for nature to be able to exist at all—there 
must be a conceptual ground on which one can organize the 
orders of time coherently and consequentially. This ground is 
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called cause, and it determines that of two events represented in 
perception, one must come before the other in a necessary and 
irreversible sequence. Kant’s principle does not claim to know 
the material features of the cause. Is it a push, a thrust, an at- 
traction, a repulsion, a temptation, or perhaps love or hatred? 
The a priori principle cannot determine anything material, nor 
does it need to do so. All it conveys is that there is a necessary 
and irreversible connection between phenomena that can be 
known and formulated by a constant rule. This is the concep- 
tual core of causality, of which the material characteristics are 
learned from experience. On this basis one can reconstruct the 
orders of time and representation in fidelity to their necessary 
causal relations and to the rest of the laws and objects of the 
already known world. 

In short, without a principle of causality—of a necessary and 
irreversible connection of events following a constant rule— 
there can be no objective time. Without objective time there 
wouldn’t even be subjective time, with all its private associations 
and assemblage of subjective representations under the unity of 
one consciousness. Hence the validity of the principle of cau- 
sality is a condition of the possibility of self-consciousness, and 
even of the individual's inner subjective world. 

Kant admits, indeed insists, that the a priori principles do not 
penetrate the essence of the phenomena, their “interior” so to 
speak. The knowledge they provide is knowledge of relations, not 
of essences. To fully know a particular thing is equal to know- 
ing all the relations in which it stands. No insight into some oc- 
cult essence is available to us. This limitation also means that we 
cannot rationally explain why nature and natural objects exist, 
only how they exist and operate: what are the necessary relations 
that explain their movements, alterations, effects on other ob- 
jects, and also their generation and perishing as particular phe- 
nomena. Last year’s hurricane arose necessarily because x, y, z 
occurred, and subsided necessarily when these forces went off. 
Yet no necessity attaches to the existence of the world with all its 
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hurricanes and other matters of fact. The notion of necessary ex- 
istence is excluded by the Critique as part of “bad” metaphysics, 
and this exclusion puts a rational limit on our desires to know. 

Thus, matters of fact are necessary only within the world, 
as effects of immanent empirical causes. But the very existence 
of the world is merely factual and, in this sense, contingent and 
inexplicable. 

Third Analogy—the principle of interaction (or 
community)—“all substances, insofar as they can be perceived in 
space as simultaneous, are in thoroughgoing interaction” (B256) 
(“community [i.e., interaction with one another]” [A211 ]). 

A particular substance according to Kant is everything to 
which the power to act or exercise influence can be attributed. 
(The model is the “effective” type of cause.) The third analogy, 
which attributes interaction to all substances, is needed in order 
to make possible the existence of a single world and to express 
its unity in dynamic terms, as a system in which everything af- 
fects everything. There is little doubt that Kant aims at Newton’s 
law of universal gravitation, to which this analogy offers a meta- 
empirical (or metaphysical) ground. But note that we still don’t 
have here a law of gravitation in its material and quantitative 
sense. The principle does not inform us whether the recipro- 
cal causation between all substances is attraction or repulsion, 
or even cosmic love (as some Renaissance scholars believed). 
To determine this we need experience; and we further need to 
apply mathematics to experience in order to establish the for- 
mula of Newtonian gravitation, which alone provides concrete 
knowledge of nature. Finally, in order to explain a specific phe- 
nomenon, such as the moon’s motion around earth, the laws of 
gravitation must be applied to particular cases. These layers of 
perception, experiment, calculation, and application, joined to 
the pure a priori principle, can illustrate what Kant meant by the 
synthesis of knowledge. 

(D) The Postulates of Empirical Thinking refer to the cat- 
egories of modality—possibility, actuality, and necessity—taken 
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in their transcendental rather than logical meaning. From the 
standpoint of formal logic, everything is possible that does not 
involve contradiction, whereas in a transcendental (or meta- 
empirical) view, only that which conforms to the a priori condi- 
tions of experience is possible, that is, only that which can as- 
sume a spatiotemporal form and be subject to the categories, the 
schemes, the transcendental principles, and the empirical laws 
of nature based upon them. 

This also implies that only that which can appear in sense 
perception is possible. In this way the empiricist principle, ac- 
cording to which the sole origin of valid knowledge is sensation 
(outer and inner), is here promoted to a transcendental prin- 
ciple and given a priori status, as opposed to its arbitrary and 
unproven status in British empiricism. However, Kant abolishes 
the exclusivity of the test of sensation and reduces it to one of 
several ingredients—necessary, though far from sufficient— 
within the synthesis that builds objects. 


Logical and Empirical Necessity 


When the formal conditions of the possibility of experience 
(space, time, categories) and the material conditions (sensa- 
tion) are realized, the result is objective necessity. As men- 
tioned, this necessity is not logical but transcendental; it 
derives from fulfilling all the conditions of experience. Kant 
stresses that this necessity concerns only the state of things 
but not their very existence. Metaphysics cannot explain why 
there is a world with natural objects in it: this would trans- 
gress the bounds of reason. In its purely logical sense, the idea 
of necessary existence is fallacious, and should not be used 
in the misleading manner of Spinoza. There is no valid pas- 
sage from a logical or conceptual analysis to actual being. Yet 
within the empirical world, assuming it exists as a matter of 
fact, the particular entities in space and time affect each other 
with empirical necessity, which results from the agreement of 
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the sensations with nature’s Transcendental Principles and the 
empirical laws they ground. 

This empirical necessity is what Kant sought in the first part 
of the Critique, in response to Hume and other skeptics. Kant 
basically accepted the empiricists’ argument that neither in- 
duction nor any other construction from sensations can yield 
necessary connections. The problem he faced was to ground a 
concept of empirical necessity (which may also be called “meta- 
empirical” or “transcendental”), that on one side strictly distin- 
guishes itself from logical necessity, and on the other side over- 
comes the skeptics’ concerns. He believed this was achieved in 
the Analytic through the notion of transcendental logic. Kant 
summarizes the result in the last part of the section on the Pos- 
tulates of Empirical Thinking, which states that whatever exists 
in conformity with both the formal and material conditions of 
experience is necessary in the empirical sense. 

Note that the same would apply to “actual” as defined in the 
second postulate. Indeed, there is a systematic redundancy be- 
tween the second and third postulates. Everything in nature that 
has actuality has it by necessity; and an object that is not empiri- 
cally necessary cannot exist at all. This is Kant’s strict determin- 
ism that inheres in his concept of objectivity. Even so, perhaps 
for reasons of symmetry with the categories, Kant assigns sepa- 
rate postulates to empirical actuality and necessity, so the sec- 
tion of modality appears to have three postulates under it when 
in substance it has only two. 


The Object as Phenomenon and the 
Enigmatic Transcendental X 


The transcendental logic with its concept of empirical necessity 
has defined a new concept of object. Instead of the transcendent 
object of traditional realism, which is said to reside outside all 
knowledge, the Analytic puts forward the concept of the object 
as phenomenon—an empirical, immanent natural entity whose 
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reality is defined only within the sphere of knowledge and is 
strictly restricted to it. 

In edition A Kant asks: since all we have in our mind are 
representations, not things in themselves but phenomena (ap- 
pearances), what are we to understand by the concept of an ob- 
ject that both corresponds to knowledge and thereby also differs 
from it? His answer: “it is easy to see that this object must be 
thought of only as something in general = X, since outside of 
our cognition we have nothing that we could set over against 
this cognition as corresponding to it” (A104). There have been 
many views about the nature of this enigmatic X, some of them 
mystical and speculative; but I think the phrase “something 
[etwas] in general” emphasizes that what is meant by the real- 
ity of objects as phenomena is not a specific and concrete set of 
features but the element of thinghood in general—that rigid and 
involuntary facticity that characterizes being as such. In other 
words, the Königsberg town hall is an object as phenomenon, 
but there is no “town hall in itself” hiding behind it. What en- 
dows the building with empirical reality is the domain of being 
as such in which it is situated, the being that faces us as the non- 
I, as a limiting necessity. A real object, by its concept, resists our 
attempt to think of it in any arbitrary way, since it possesses a 
factual necessity that forces itself on whatever we may think or 
say of that object. This is its thinghood or objectivity, the mark 
of its being an object. What is the origin of this limiting neces- 
sity? Traditional philosophy ascribes it to the object’s being a 
thing in itself outside our mind, whereas Kant identifies the ori- 
gin of the object’s necessity and unity within the boundaries of 
the thinking mind. “Since we have to do only with the manifold 
of our representations, and that X which corresponds to them 
(the object), because it should be something distinct from all 
our representations, is nothing for us, [therefore] the unity that 
the object makes necessary can be nothing other than the formal 
unity of the consciousness in the synthesis of the manifold of 
representations” (A105). Thereby the necessity of the object is 
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removed from the direct impact of sensation and assigned to the 
understanding. It is the understanding that introduces into our 
experience the objective necessity that imposes itself on all our 
cognitive statements. The enigmatic X remains nothing (nichts) 
for us, an empty concept and the element of necessity attached 
to sensation is replaced by the transcendental unity of self- 
consciousness as the barrier to arbitrary thinking.?? Everything 
that conforms to the conditions of the unity of experience—to 
space and time, the categories, the schemes, the fundamental 
principles of nature, and the empirical laws that are based on 
them—would be an objective state of affairs, with which all spe- 
cific cognitive judgments must conform, while also agreeing 
with each other with respect to it.?3 

In the Prolegomena (paras. 18-19) Kant explains his con- 
cept of objectivity by distinguishing two kinds of judgment: (a) 
Judgments of perception are empirical judgments that have only 
subjective authority and are valid only in relation to myself at a 
certain point of time.?* (b) Judgments of experience are empiri- 
cal judgments that have objective authority, that is, relation 
to an object, and are valid always and necessarily for everyone. 
This implies an inner link between objectivity and universality- 
cum-necessity. If the judgment is true of the object, it will agree 
with any other true judgment made of this object at any time by 
me or by anyone else; and vice versa: “when we have ground for 
considering a judgement as having necessarily universal valid- 
ity . .. we must consider that it is objective also—that is, that it 
expresses not merely a reference of our perception to a subject, 
but a characteristic of the object” (para. 18). Objective validity 


22. Actually, this is not even a concept, but a contentless sign of a concept. 

23. Nevertheless, this empty X is an ontological sign that refers to a domain 
of being that cannot be approached or cognized. Kant ultimately ends with an 
unsolved ontological dualism, which raised much debate in German Idealism 
and beyond. 

24. Wahrnehmungsurteile—judgments of sense perception. 
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and universal-cum-necessary validity are convertible concepts 
(para. 19), so once we have universal and necessary validity that 
fits the unity of experience, we thereby have a relation to an ob- 
ject without having to perform an impossible leap—indeed a salto 
mortale—outside the sphere and conditions of the knowing mind. 

Kant names this empirical object “phenomenon” (appear- 
ance), but thereby, as I pointed out above, he does not mean a 
pale or partial copy or representation of some hidden original en- 
tity. A phenomenon is immanent to experience; as such it is real 
and complete in its kind and definition, an empirical reality in 
time and space. (Recall Kant’s distinction between transcendental 
ideality and empirical reality above.) Indeed, two of the catego- 
ries that constitute empirical objects are named—not in vain— 
reality and actuality. Reality indicates the involuntary aspect of 
sensation—an essential property of empirical entities—and actu- 
ality means that this entity underwent categorization and is co- 
herently integrated in the rest of nature’s law-governed processes 
within the one world of experience. These are new, theoretical 
definitions of veteran ontological concepts. The empirical object 
is not a thing in itself, since its reality depends on the synthesis 
of sensation, time, space, and the categories, all of which are the 
subject’s a priori modes of operation. While the thing in itself—a 
problematic concept that Kant insisted on keeping, and which 
caused him a great deal of trouble—is said to have extraempirical 
reality, which as such is unfathomable and defies determination. 
As for the Kantian phenomenon, it represents only itself.?° 


The Refutation of Idealism 


We mentioned that in edition B Kant added the section on the 
refutation of Idealism. He did this in order that his doctrine not 


25. Kant’s unfortunate choice of the Platonic idiom “appearance’—with its 
problematic connotations—shifts the issue to areas that Kant’s substantive phi- 
losophy sought to leave behind. 
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be confused with that of Berkeley, who denied the existence of 
space and matter, and also to argue against Descartes’s view that 
there can be a wordless subject, and a consciousness of a world 
without entities.2® Kant thinks of himself as a transcendental 
idealist, but insists he remains an empirical realist. This is be- 
cause the new philosophical interpretation he gave to space, 
time, matter, and empirical being does not abolish their em- 
pirical reality and does not enclose the human being within the 
confines of his or her private consciousness while negating the 
world of objects outside. Berkeley admitted only the existence of 
perceptions and perceivers, consciousness and their ideas, while 
Kant argues that the perceiver, as owner of a stream of percep- 
tions, would be impossible unless, opposing him, he confronts a 
world that has a unity of its own, distinct from the private unity 
of every particular consciousness. In other words, in order for 
us to have a stream of subjective states of consciousness, there 
must exist something objectively spatial outside us. This is again 
the argument of the Transcendental Deduction, which here fo- 
cuses on the issue of space (and indirectly, matter). Space is the 
permanent anchor in relation to which there can be temporal 
changes, and thus is the substrate of that external world in rela- 
tion to which alone I can become conscious of myself. Hence, as 
Kant summarized in a succinct sentence, “the consciousness of 
my own existence is at the same time an immediate conscious- 
ness of the existence of other things outside me” (B276). It is 
not a logical inference, but a simultaneous awareness. Hence, 
in order to know with certainty that there is a world, we do not 
have to leap outside our inner experience; on the contrary, we 
must turn to this inner experience and explicate the phenom- 
enological conditions for its possibility, realizing that “inner 


26. Kant names three different types of Idealism: Dogmatic (Berkeley), 
Problematic (Descartes), and Transcendental (his own). Kantian Idealism ac- 
knowledges the empirical reality of the spatial world while rejecting the pos- 
sibility of a worldless self. 
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experience itself is consequently only mediate and possible only 
through outer experience” (B277).?7 


In What Sense Is the Transcendental Logic 
Considered a Critical Metaphysics? 


In conclusion of the Analytic we may pause to ask what Kant 
achieved in it in terms of his main program—to reconcile the 
metaphysical and the critical interests of reason. To this end we 
should consider in what way his theory of the transcendental 
(or synthetic) logic is metaphysical, and what makes it critical. 
Under “metaphysics” two things have usually been under- 
stood: (a) searching for the supersensible foundations of the 
sensible world (nature); (b) explicating the meaning of being or 
existence in general. Both topics characterize Kant’s transcen- 
dental logic. First, the ingredients of this logic, the categories 
and transcendental principles, are supersensible elements— 
determined a priori without depending on experience, but rather 
making experience depend on them—while at the same time 
determining the ground structure of the sensible world itself. 
These are factors beyond nature that shape a priori the image 
of nature itself and of the particular objects in it. As a result, 
getting to know the synthetic logic allows us to know something 
about the structure of nature and all its objects prior to observ- 
ing them with our senses. For example, we know in advance that 
if there is a nature with entities in it, then all lend themselves 
to sensible observation, all are mathematically quantifiable, all 
are causes and effects in mechanistic-like sequences, all are sub- 
stances or inhere in a substance, all stand in some reciprocal 
relations, and, of course, all exist in time and partly also in space. 
Moreover, from here one can derive further elements, concepts 
like motion, matter, change, and many others, which are equally 


27. The two are not really immediate, but simultaneously mediate each other. 
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metaphysical in the same sense, although they are not primary 
like the categories; therefore Kant may call the complete body 
of knowledge that evolves from here a “metaphysics of nature” 
(as he did).?® 

Second, the synthetic (transcendental) logic taken as a whole, 
as a system of forms and conditions, constitutes an explication 
and a new interpretation of the concept of empirical existence. 
If we wish to know what it means for natural entities to be, or 
“to be an actual object,” we shall find the answer in synthetic 
(transcendental) logic, which teaches that for natural objects to 
exist means to be given in sensation and fulfill all the conditions 
of temporality, spatiality, causality, and the rest of the supersen- 
sible principles discussed in the Analytic. To be sure, we pay an 
important price here: limiting our knowledge to the domain of 
empirical existence. This is not an explication of being in gen- 
eral, but only of the realm of empirical being that alone is open 
to human metaphysical understanding. 

In these two senses Kant can see his doctrine as metaphysi- 
cal. At the same time, this metaphysics is critical for two main 
reasons. 

First, as a metaphysics of empirical being (or a metaphysics 
of experience, as it has been aptly called), it is confined to ob- 
servable entities, and its components acquire meaning and va- 
lidity only when applied to appropriate sense perceptions. This 
can be put also as follows: what we know of the objects in na- 
ture is conditional knowledge—the condition being that there 
is an empirical experience at all, and there are given sensations 
to which the metaphysical principles can be fittingly applied. 
In this respect, Kant’s metaphysics observes the ground critical 
principle according to which there can be no determination of 
existence without empirical input. 


28. As he did in the Critique, promising to develop this less urgent part of 
the system later, and started to do in his Metaphysical Foundations of Natural 
Science. 
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Second, the components of the synthetic logic refer not to 
supersensible beings, but only to supersensible forms or patterns 
that are invested in the building of the natural world. This logic 
in itself does not allow us to know any actual being, neither em- 
pirical nor superempirical, neither on earth nor in heaven; what 
we know are the superempirical elements that participate in the 
constitution of the empirical being and condition its possibil- 
ity, elements that have no separate existence and receive their 
concrete meaning only from this constitutive role. Dogmatic 
metaphysics characteristically claims to determine the existence 
of beings of reason (entia rationis) outside experience, while 
critical metaphysics abstains from this attempt and determines 
only the functioning within experience of superempirical factors 
that shape and constitute experience itself. Thereby the former 
counts as transcendent metaphysics, and the latter as immanent. 

The metaphysical role of Kant’s synthetic logic is seen also 
from another angle. The Copernican principle states that the 
conditions of knowing actual objects in nature are equally the 
conditions of their being objects in nature. In other words, there 
are not two separate sets of conditions, but the conditions of 
knowledge and the conditions of existence of natural objects 
make one single system. That system, transcendental logic, is 
thus both epistemological and ontological, a doctrine both of the 
modes of knowing nature and of the modes of being an empiri- 
cal object in nature. 


Phenomena and Noumena 


Kant closes the Analytic with a distinction between phenom- 
ena and noumena, appearances and intellectual entities. We 
have seen that Kant’s choice of the term “phenomenon” is not 
meant to downgrade the objects of empirical knowledge as un- 
real. Rather, the synthesis by which these objects are consti- 
tuted is subject to the categories of reality and actuality, and 
the term “phenomenon” refers to real natural objects as the 
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objects of legitimate knowledge. (This is also the meaning of 
the empirical realism that Kant ascribes to himself.) Kant goes 
on to distinguish between a phenomenon in this sense and an 
arcane metaphysical being that cannot be known in principle, 
which he names here “noumenon” (i.e., a being of the intellect 
that cannot have any empirical features). Kant scholars debate 
whether noumenon and the thing in itself signify the same, 
but for present purposes it may suffice that both terms refer 
to a mode of being that can only be thought but not known. 
In other words, we may not attribute properties to it or speak 
of it in predicative statements, which attach predicates to it as 
their subject. All that such terms can do is point to some blank 
reality beyond nature, to which we cannot give any content and 
meaning. Kant constantly emphasizes that the categories can 
be applied only to phenomena and not to things in themselves. 
The failure to observe this fundamental rule leads to the delu- 
sions of the Dialectic. Nevertheless, speaking of noumena has a 
useful negative role, in marking the boundaries of a meaning- 
ful application of the categories and charting a realm we can 
never reach, although we endeavor and are tempted to do so. 
Kant summarizes: “In the end, however, we have no insight into 
the possibility of such noumena, and the domain outside of the 
sphere of appearances is empty (for us). ... The concept of a 
noumenon is therefore merely a boundary concept, in order to 
limit the pretensions of sensibility, and therefore only of nega- 
tive use. But it is nevertheless not invented arbitrarily, but is 
rather connected with the limitation of sensibility, yet without 
being able to posit anything positive outside of the domain of 
the latter” (A255/B310-11).?9 


29. While this is Kant’s position in this chapter, it is hard to say that he 
remains always faithful to it. As a matter of fact, his oeuvre contains enough 
positive statements about this ineffable realm, that whoever collects them will 
be in a position to write an ironic dissertation titled “What Kant Knew of the 
Unknowable.” 
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The Transcendental Dialectic 


The noumena are objects of a metaphysical striving of reason 
that can be neither satisfied nor abolished. This is the broader 
theme of Division 2 of the transcendental logic, titled “Dialec- 
tic.” Kant defines the Dialectic as “the logic of illusion.” It is the 
invalid part of transcendental logic, namely, of metaphysics, of 
which the Critique exposes the delusions as well as their origin 
in reason itself. The logic of illusion pretends that reason by it- 
self is capable of proving God’s existence and the immortality of 
the soul, and to determine other matters that cannot in principle 
be subject to observation and measurement, like the freedom of 
the will and the boundaries of the universe. But unlike trivial or 
accidental errors, this is an inevitable illusion deriving from the 
very nature of rationality. Herein lies one of Kant’s deepest and 
most interesting ideas concerning the nature of philosophy. 


The Unconditioned as Totality 


The critical metaphysics established by the Analytic is a meta- 
physics of finite and conditioned entities, and this in two senses: 
(a) they are conditioned by (depend upon) sense perception; 
(2) they determine each other in causal chains. Yet human rea- 
son, says Kant, has a necessary interest in the unconditioned—a 
drive toward the whole and the absolute. This is not a mere de- 
sire or emotional excitement, but a rational drive that exhibits 
the nature of rationality. To be rational is, among other things, to 
demand a ground and explanation for everything, including for 
every ground and explanation we have received in the previous 
stage. In principle, therefore, this demand cannot be satisfied 
until a total and absolute explanation has been reached. The fact 
that we strive to know the comprehensive reasons for the world’s 
existence—that we ask questions about the world as a whole or 
search for the absolute and ultimate element in things—is there- 
fore no caprice of an inquisitive mind but an essential element of 
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human reason. Unfortunately, in being finite rational beings, we 
are unable to give that rational drive a response that would also 
be rational (at least not in the field of knowledge). 

The Dialectic is the domain in which this kind of “big,” abso- 
lute questions are deliberated and submitted to critical scrutiny. 
Following Spinoza—or at least, similar to his mode of thinking— 
Kant translates the concept of absolute, or the unconditioned, 
into the concept of totality. The unconditioned is the compre- 
hensive and total field of discussion, because it is supposed to 
contain everything within itself, including the relevant explana- 
tion of itself. As the drive toward the absolute takes the form of 
a drive toward totality, we raise questions about the cosmos as 
a whole, about God as the most comprehensive real being, and 
about the soul as the presumed substance holding together the 
totality of one’s mental actions and states. 

In this way Kant gives a rational interpretation, in terms of 
his system, to the grand questions of classical metaphysics and 
theology: Is there a god? Is the soul immortal? Does the cosmos, 
when viewed as a single whole, have a beginning in time? In 
space? Does it leave room for freedom? For miracles? Is mat- 
ter made of atoms or is it rather indefinitely divisible? Is there, 
within or without the chains of natural (external) causes, a 
supercause that exists necessarily? 


The Ideas of Reason 


Kant assembles these questions into three “ideas of pure rea- 
son”: the psychological idea (the soul), the cosmological idea 
(the world), and the theological idea (God). By “idea” he means 
not every ordinary mental content, as did Descartes and the 
British empiricists, but an extraordinary or sublime concept 
formed in the shape of a totality, which rises above the empirical 
realm and is completely inapplicable to it. Reason by its nature 
produces those ideas necessarily, yet they have almost always led 
to fallacious and misleading results in philosophy and religion. 
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The transcendental dialectic analyzes the flaws in the common 
use of these ideas, and shows in detail how their core fallacy 
branches off into specific flaws in our thinking. Finally, it asks 
whether there is a way of transforming the ideas into immanent, 
and critically legitimate, instruments of science. 

In terms of Kant’s system, the origin of the ideas lies in 
the tension between the conditioned and the unconditioned, 
and the typical fallacy we commit consists in the false, but un- 
avoidable, inference from the former to the latter, to wit, that 
if the conditioned is given, then the whole series of conditions 
that had determined it, and thereby the unconditioned, is also 
given. 

Kant would agree that if the conditioned is given, then the 
concept of the unconditioned is given with it, namely, the con- 
cept of the whole series of preceding conditions—as well as 
the drive toward it; but the total series is not thereby actually 
given. As finite rational beings we can only move within the 
series of conditioned items, passing from one finite synthesis to 
another (that is, from one segment of experience to another)— 
without ever reaching the full totality to which our striving is 
oriented. 

Before presenting a bird’s-eye view of Kant’s main argument, 
two preliminary notes are in order. First, Kant does not refute 
the soul’s immortality, the existence of God, and the actuality of 
freedom. He only refutes the possibility to prove them by pure 
cognitive reason. The result is not negation but indetermination. 

Second, since the ideas, by definition, are not applicable to 
the senses, Kant declares that their only valid application is to 
the “understanding.” By this he means not the pure categories 
and principles as such, but their products in the different empir- 
ical sciences. The ideas do not serve to constitute an object; their 
role is to add further, second-level forms of organization and 
systematic unity (such as genus and species, or links between 
disciplines) to the empirical objects that have already been con- 
stituted by the scientific understanding; and they are meant to 
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offer systematic unity to the partial views of the universe that the 
ongoing work of synthesis has already produced (see later, the 
section on the Regulative Idea). 


The Immortality of the Soul: The Paralogisms 


Dogmatic metaphysics (including Enlightenment thinkers be- 
fore Kant) believed it possible to demonstrate the soul’s immor- 
tality by reason alone. The core argument was that the soul is 
given to us in self-consciousness as a simple substance, which as 
such is neither divisible nor perishable. Kant examines the posi- 
tions of several philosophers from Descartes to Mendelssohn, 
and finds they share a common flaw. His main argument: one 
must not confuse the function of the logical subject with the real 
subject of thinking. “I Think’ is thus the sole text of rational 
psychology, from which it is to develop its entire wisdom” (A343/ 
B401). Yet this text contains very poor information concerning 
ontology (indeed, none), and one cannot extract from it any real 
being, certainly not a substance. Substance is a metaphysical cat- 
egory that we introduce illegitimately—indeed, smuggle—into 
the consciousness “I think.” What is given in the Cartesian cogito 
is not a real being but only a basic form of thought, to which the 
ontological interpretations attach arbitrary additions. The pure 
ego is a logical-mental function that works as the highest form 
of our representations. All our thoughts and representations 
must stand in relation to it in order to be possible, and in order 
for us to think or experience anything at all. Yet as such it is not 
a being of any kind, neither empirical nor superempirical (meta- 
physical), but a mere form of the subject—a form whose func- 
tions and modes of operation we may investigate in detail (as we 
did in the deduction of the categories), but we may not reify the 
form of subjectivity into a special metaphysical substance. 

In short, philosophers like Descartes, Leibniz, and Mendels- 
sohn presume to extract from the mere form of the pure ego 
ontological information that it does not and cannot contain; 
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and this illegal passage creates “paralogisms” in reason, that is, 
deluding inferences and insights. On the other side, however, 
every person as a natural being does have an empirical soul (or 
ego), which is an observable phenomenon in time. To Kant, the 
empirical soul is a real psychological object in nature; one can 
observe its behavior, and organize its states and history using 
the categories and the laws of experimental psychology. Such an 
investigation uses the category of substance legitimately to unify 
a plurality of inner intuitions in time; but then the object of this 
study is not the pure transcendental ego that accompanies every 
thought, but the empirical mind of some person. The latter is 
a natural object like any other, a finite entity subject to time, 
which has been created by natural causes and is due to perish. If 
we also have an eternal noumenal soul is a question the Critique 
cannot answer. 


The Antinomies: The World as Totality 


Kant attempts to summarize the classic paradoxes of rational- 
ism since Zeno of Elea in four questions: Does the world have 
boundaries in time and space? Is there a limit to the divisibility 
of matter? Is everything in the world absolutely determined, or 
is there room for freedom too? Is there a necessary being inside 
or outside the world that acts as its cause? Each of these ques- 
tions, in being directed to the world as thing in itself, produces 
two contradictory answers, a thesis and an antithesis, each of 
which can be proved by refuting its opposite, and thus a self- 
contradiction is exhibited in reason. 

Earlier in this book I mentioned the meaning of the term 
“antinomy” in Kant. An antinomy is a pair of contradictory 
statements (a “thesis” and an “antithesis”), each of which can, 
apparently, be demonstrated by the ground principles of one and 
the same rational system. The cosmological idea—the idea of the 
world as the totality of all phenomena— gives rise to antinomies, 
because it makes claims about the world as a single whole and 
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as a thing in itself, although such a totality is never given to us 
and cannot exist in our experience. The only experience we have 
concerns some segment, part, or aspect of the world. And while 
it certainly can crystallize into causal and scientific knowledge of 
this segment, it always remains partial and marked by finitude. 

Our empirical world is woven from such segments of ob- 
jectivized experience, in which conditioned entities and events 
point back to other conditioned entities and events that pre- 
ceded them in an open-ended series that never reaches the un- 
conditioned totality. Hence, the Critique states boldly that “the 
world does not exist at all (independently of the regressive series 
of my representations); it exists . . . only in the empirical re- 
gress of the series of appearances, and by itself it is not to be met 
with at all” (A505/B533). However, the dialectical illusion raises 
questions about the world in itself existing independently of the 
series of experiences (like “has the world a beginning in time?”), 
which throws reason into a tangle of contradictions. 

To Kant it is clear that an inner contradiction in the system of 
reason is utterly impossible. Hence, something must be basically 
defective in the arguments that seem to have produced it—a de- 
fect that, nevertheless, can be removed by critical deliberation. 
This deliberation stands on two pillars of critical reason: the 
strict distinction between phenomena and things in themselves, 
and the rigorous principle that limits the application of the cat- 
egories (and the other a priori elements) to phenomena alone. 
By means of these principles Kant reaches the conclusion that 
the first two antinomies (which he dubs “mathematical,” because 
they deal with quantity) are based on meaningless concepts; 
therefore their resolution consists in abolishing the very ques- 
tion as void. In the case of the two other antinomies (dubbed 
“dynamic,” because they deal with causality) both the thesis and 
antithesis might be true, each in a different domain: one in the 
phenomenal domain and one in the noumenal. 

More specifically, when asking if the world as such has 
boundaries in space and time, or if its matter can be divided 
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endlessly, one demands an account in mathematical terms— 
the terms of the forms of intuition—of an entity that is not em- 
pirical and cannot be given in time and intuition. This mode 
of thinking has produced over the centuries paradoxes that 
reason is unable to resolve, and in fact commits an error in 
the very asking. The fallacy results from ascribing temporal 
and spatial properties to things in themselves. To ask about 
the beginning of the world is similar to studying the properties 
of a round quadrangle or wondering if a triangle tastes good. 
Whatever our answer, we have said nothing at all. In the end, 
Kant expects that the proponents of the thesis and the antith- 
esis, having refuted each other endlessly to no avail, will realize 
“they are disputing about nothing,” and that “a certain tran- 
scendental illusion has portrayed a reality to them where none 
is present” (A501/B529-30). The antinomy is resolved, then, 
by dismissing the question with its two conflicting answers as 
meaningless. 

While the mathematical antinomies are resolved by abolish- 
ing the very question at their base, the resolution of the dynamic 
(causal) antinomies allows the two sides to reach a kind of coex- 
istence, in which the thesis and antithesis might both be true— 
each in a different ontological domain. This, too, calls for a dis- 
tinction between phenomena and things in themselves. Thus, 
the question about determinism and the freedom of the will can 
be approached from a dual point of view. On the one hand, a 
human action, as an event in the empirical world, is a mem- 
ber of a series of natural causes that determine it. On the other 
hand, there is nothing to exclude the possibility that, at the same 
time, it might also derive from a noumenal causality outside the 
series. Whether this is actually the case we shall never know, but, 
Kant argues, at least it is not a priori impossible. This dualist 
solution, which gave rise to different objections and interpreta- 
tions, cannot be construed as if Kant suggests there is in fact a 
freedom of the will. All Kant is willing to say is that we can think 
meaningfully and without contradiction of a noumenal aspect of 
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reality that possesses a causality of its own and exists alongside 
the empirical aspect.?° 

Note that, thereby, an asymmetry is set between the anti- 
thesis, which refers to the phenomenal world and is accepted as 
unquestionably true, and the thesis, which concerns a presumed 
hidden world and remains problematic and lacking a cogni- 
tive decision (a moral decision will be offered in Kant’s ethical 
theory). 


God’s Existence 


Kant classifies all the proofs of God’s existence in three basic 
paradigms: an ontological proof, a cosmological proof, and a 
physico-theological proof. If all three were refuted, this would 
spell the end of all attempts to prove God’s existence by means 
of pure reason. In addition, Kant identifies the footprints of the 
ontological proof—which deduces God’s existence from his con- 
cept—in the other two paradigmatical proofs, which turns the 
ontological proof into the main target of his attack. 

(1) The ontological proof has medieval precedents in the 
work of St. Anselm. Renewed in early modernity by Descartes, 
Spinoza, and Leibniz, it became characteristic of precritical ra- 
tionalism. All versions of this proof share in common a direct, 
a priori passage from God’s concept (essence) to his existence. 
Spinoza speaks of the divine substance as “that whose essence 
includes existence” (Ethics I axiom 1), and Descartes declares 
that God’s existence follows from his essence just as it follows 
from the essence of the triangle that its three angles equal two 


30. Kant adds a further reservation to his position: “We have not even tried 
to prove the possibility of freedom; for this would not have succeeded either, 
because from mere concepts a priori we cannot cognize anything about the pos- 
sibility of any real ground or any causality. . . . [To show] that this antinomy 
rests on a mere illusion, and that nature at least does not conflict with causality 
through freedom—that was the one single thing we could accomplish, and it 
alone was our sole concern” (A558/B586). 
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right angles (Meditations, chap. 5). In a variation on Anselm, 
Descartes states that God, by his essence, possesses all perfec- 
tions, and since existence is a perfection, God would be lacking 
a perfection if he did not exist; so God exists necessarily. Kant 
sets out not against a specific version of the ontological argu- 
ment but against the mode of thinking at its ground, which de- 
duces existence from concepts. This mode of thinking is the core 
of dogmatic metaphysics and the direct opposite of the critical 
principle. The question “what is there?” cannot be answered by 
mere conceptual analysis. If it refers to empirical entities, then 
the concept should be joined with the relevant sense perception, 
and if it refers to entities outside experience, we have no way to 
know and should abstain from judgment. 

More specifically, the ontological proof fails in that it con- 
ceives existence to be one of a thing’s properties. But existence is 
not a property, says Kant; existence is a metaphysical status that 
can be added or not added to some subject without change in its 
properties. When we state that x (say, a coin) is round, shining, 
and gilded, we attribute to it properties or link its concept with 
predicates. But when we say of x that it exists, we do not add a 
new property to it, but situate it with all its properties in the 
domain of existence. One must not confuse such situating (in 
Kant’s words, Setzen [positing ]) with predication. The difference 
between an existing hundred dollars and a nonexisting hundred 
dollars is not a difference in a predicate or property; rather, it is 
the very same hundred dollars, with the same properties, that 
we think to be present in one case and absent in the other. If 
existence were a property, I would be changing the properties of 
anything I conceive as existing—and thus would not be conceiv- 
ing zt, but already something else. Hence the ontological proof 
is void of ontological content, and the properties it analytically 
ascribes to God remain confined within the concept. All we can 
say is that 7f/there were a God, he would have possessed all the 
properties that follow from his concept; but that indeed there is 
a God cannot be deduced from this. Kant concludes with a touch 
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of ridicule: “Thus the famous ontological (Cartesian) proof... is 
so much trouble and labor lost, and a human being can no more 
become richer in insight from mere ideas than a merchant could 
in resources if he wanted to improve his financial state by adding 
a few zeroes to his cash balance” (A602/B630). 

If we take a deeper look we can realize that Kant rejects the 
very notion of a necessary being as unintelligible. Being is not 
inherently necessary; it is endowed with necessity from outside, 
by the network of relations, causal and others, in which one 
being stands to other beings, whose necessity is equally drawn 
from their relations with their predecessors and from the sys- 
tem as a whole. Hence being itself is contingent, and there is 
no conceptual way to explain or explicate it, nor the ultimate 
facticity and being-so that marks it. Being, Kant seems to hold, 
can only be encountered, affirmed, or negated as a rigid datum; 
and for human beings, he insists, this occurs only by means of 
intuition. Where no intuition is possible, one cannot posit being; 
and doing so by rational thinking alone is a tempting but de- 
luded venture. 

(2) The cosmological proof starts from the existence of 
some finite and conditioned being (for example, I myself), and 
infers from here there must exist also an absolutely necessary 
being. Apparently, here we have a proof based on experience and 
not on a merely conceptual analysis. But Kant argues that soon 
the cosmological argument bids farewell to experience and re- 
sumes the ontological mode of reasoning. Experience leads only 
to the concept of a necessary being, but not to a necessary being 
that actually exists. Therefore, in order to pass from the concept 
to the actual thing, one turns again to the analysis of concepts 
and asks, the concept of which entity corresponds to the concept 
of necessary existence and allows to deduce it; and when find- 
ing that this is the concept of ens realissimum, the most real 
being, namely, God, one concludes that God exists necessar- 
ily. Yet thereby, Kant polemicizes, one is clearly presupposing 
that the mere concept of ens realissimum is sufficient as ground 
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for deducing an absolute necessity of existence, and this is no 
other than the principle of the ontological proof that we wanted 
to avoid (A607/B635). In this way (and others that cannot be 
spelled out here) Kant argues that the cosmological proof tacitly 
contains the ontological proof and is likewise invalid.?1 

Kant’s dry discussions of these topics sometimes make room 
for the intense existential experience behind them: 


The unconditioned necessity, which we need as indispens- 
ably as the ultimate sustainer of all things, is for human 
reason the true abyss. Even eternity—however awful the 
sublimity with which a Haller might portray it??—does not 
make such a dizzying impression on the mind; for eternity 
only measures the duration of things, but it does not sus- 
tain that duration. One cannot resist the thought of it, but 
one also cannot bear it that a thing we represent to ourselves 
as the highest among all possible beings might, as it were, 
say to itself : “I am from eternity to eternity; outside me is 
nothing except what is something merely through my will; 
but whence then am I?” Here everything gives way beneath 
us, and the greatest perfection as well as the smallest, hovers 
without support before speculative reason (for which it 
would cost nothing to let the one as much as the other disap- 
pear without the least obstacle). (A613/B641) 


Kant’s verdict is that “unconditioned necessity, which we need 
as indispensably as the ultimate sustainer of all things, is for 


31. Actually, Kant could disprove the cosmological proof with the argument 
that the conditioned being can lead us only to the concept of the unconditioned, 
but not to its reality; or, to put it differently (while relying on the broader argu- 
ment of the Dialectic), because we are always inside a series that passes, end- 
lessly, from one conditioned to another. But that was not enough for Kant, who 
wished to demolish the concept of “necessary being” and show it is so elusive 
that it can be found hiding in many different false ideas. 

32. Haller was a naturalist and philosophical poet who described the mind’s 
awe before the vastness of the open universe, the limitlessness of time, and the 
experience of vertigo of senses and thought that it invokes. 
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human reason the true abyss” (A613/B641). And this is equally 
true of the notion of necessary being: not that we do not know if 
something like that exists—the very notion is void. 

(3) The physico-theological proof (the proof from design) 
starts from the impressive manifestation of wisdom, purpose, 
beauty, and adaptability that are to be found in nature and 
arouse our wonder and admiration—and proceeds to infer that 
there must be an infinite and wise world creator who planned 
and produced all these wonders. Actually this is a variety of the 
cosmological proof, but whereas the latter starts from a finite 
creature in general—any finite being—the physico-theological 
proof starts from special signs in nature that seemingly al- 
lude to the Supreme Being at their origin. Kant considers this 
the most natural and unsophisticated proof, with the greatest 
power of attraction; yet it is as fallacious as its two predeces- 
sors. This is because in part it tacitly relies on these predeces- 
sors, and partly due to a specific flaw of its own. The latter is 
the analogic and anthropomorphic mode of thinking, which 
regards those phenomena in analogy to human products and 
thus “does violence to nature and constrains it not to proceed 
in accordance with its own ends but to bend to ours (the simi- 
larity of nature’s ends to houses, ships and clocks)” (A626/ 
B654). Furthermore, the analogy with human products refers 
only to the form that is taking shape in nature but not to its 
matter and substance; so that even if it had been valid, it would 
at most have been able to prove a world architect but not a 
world creator (A627/B655). 

As in the cosmological proof, Kant’s argument distinguishes 
two stages: the stage of overflowing wonder, and the attempt 
to conceptualize it in a rational argument. The first stage starts 
from a real experience, the second repeats the fallacy of pass- 
ing from the concept of contingency to the actual existence of a 
necessary being. The second stage stresses the accidental char- 
acter attributed to purposive phenomena from the standpoint 
of the universal laws of nature, which are exclusively causal and 
mechanistic. But first, there is no evidence that nature cannot 
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produce such systems by its own resources and laws,?? and sec- 
ond, the physico-theological proof reiterates the fallacious pro- 
cedure known from its predecessors: 


After one has gone as far as admiring the magnitude of the 
wisdom, power, etc., of the world’s author, and cannot get 
any farther, then one suddenly leaves this argument which 
is based on empirical grounds . . . and goes back to the con- 
tingency that was inferred right at the beginning from the 
world’s order and purposiveness. Now from this contingency 
alone [as our only presupposition], and solely through tran- 
scendental concepts, one [1] proceeds to the existence of 
something absolutely necessary, and then [2] goes on and 
passes to the concept of an all-encompassing reality. Thus 
the physico-theological proof that got stuck in the middle of 
its mission suddenly jumps over to the cosmological proof, 
and as the latter is only a concealed ontological proof, it fol- 
lows that, in truth, the physico-theological proof actually 
carried out its aim through pure reason only. (A629/B657; I 
slightly changed the Guyer-Wood translation) 


In the end, since it is impossible to prove God’s existence either 
from pure concepts or from experience, the horizon for a cogni- 
tive demonstration is blocked, and rational theology aborts and 
lands on the rocks. Henceforth, the following two Critiques (of 
pure practical reason and of the power of judgment) and the 
book on religion within the confines of reason alone, will put 
forward a concept of a moral theology based on the decrees 
of the human will and on the historical project of this will, as 
analyzed at length in my Kant and the Philosophy of History 
(Princeton, 1980, 1989). 

It is noteworthy that unlike his sneering attitude toward 
the ontological proof, Kant had great respect for the elating 


33. A similar claim was made by Spinoza (see Ethics III, proposition 2, 
scholium). 
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experience prompted by the purposive phenomena in the uni- 
verse—an experience not dissimilar to that of the sublime—and 
searched for ways of using teleology in a critical mode, neither 
making the concept of end a constitutive category, nor assuming 
a necessary world creator on its account. These attempts led to 
the third Critique’s uncommon concept of “purposiveness with- 
out a purpose.” 


The Regulative Idea 


The critique of reason in the negative sense refuted reason’s 
ability to draw from itself a rationalist theory of the soul (psy- 
chology), of the world (cosmology), and of God (theology). 
The adjective “rationalist” is used in this context negatively, as 
knowledge derived from reason alone without the participation 
of the senses; hence, from a critical viewpoint the positions pro- 
moted by these alleged “rational” sciences are rather irrational. 
Does this mean that the concept of totality that underlies the 
Dialectic has no positive use? Kant’s answer: no, there is a posi- 
tive use, but it is regulative and not constitutive. The various 
concepts of totality cannot take part in the constitution of the 
objective world, yet they have a vital role in marking the open- 
ended horizons that call for the unending extension of our em- 
pirical knowledge of the immanent world, and the deepening of 
its systematic coherence. 

In other words, we cannot know the totality of the world as 
a single transcendent thing; we can know only specific empiri- 
cal phenomena within the world—to weave together portions 
of our scientific experience so as to make larger and more in- 
tensely coherent compounds. The regulative idea calls upon 
reason to never make do with partial, fragmentary results, but 
always strive to know further areas and aspects of the world: 
more causes and effects, new natural laws, and more continuous 
links between the natural laws and natural species we already 
know. This is a genuinely rational norm, which had strayed into 
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the wrong path of pursuing transcendent, supernatural entities, 
but the regulative idea reverts it to the immanent world and di- 
rects it toward the infinitely open horizons of empirical research. 
Thus the metaphysical interest, expressed as a striving for total- 
ity and infinity, is rechanneled into a valid and fruitful course. 
The regulative idea deals with the products of the scientific un- 
derstanding, which it seeks to endow with second-order patterns 
of order, organization, and classification that do not affect the 
constitutions of objects but allow for more unity, continuity, and 
affinity between the separate domains of science (physics, chem- 
istry, biology, geology, etc.),?+ between the various natural laws, 
and between the many species and genera discovered in nature. 

The regulative idea is a kind of inner imperative of science, 
which sets itself a dual objective: to extend scientific knowledge 
into new areas and regions, and to intensify the systematic tex- 
ture of the already obtained bodies of knowledge, by connect- 
ing scientific disciplines and natural species, and by offering 
“thicker” causal explanations based on new facts and laws. (In 
latter-day terms one may cite the example of Einstein’s attempts 
to unify the basic physical forces in the universe, or current at- 
tempts to give biology a foot in chemistry.) Kant’s actual picture 
of science was limited by the sciences of his day, yet his regula- 
tive idea is still stirring in scientific work today and invoking 
debates in the philosophy of science. 

In these debates, Kant’s position would be characterized today 
as conservative. Like Spinoza before and Einstein later, Kant was 
guided by the vision of a single, all-inclusive coherent science. 
The regulative idea sets this semi-monotheistic vision within 
the immanent world, as the ultimate, never-to-be-attained goal 
of human knowledge. Thereby it performs a crucially impor- 
tant critical move; yet some would argue that this goal presents 
an overly harmonistic picture of rationality, and therefore is still 


34. Today we can add also biochemistry, genetics, neurophysiology, etc. 


PART TWO [103] 


tainted by marks of dogmatism. However, this is a broader issue 
in Kant. The philosopher of critical reason was not, perhaps, radi- 
cal enough in exposing its limitations; but he shaped the way and 
signaled its philosophical and spiritual advantage. 


Metaphysical Tension and Self-Knowledge 


Indeed, if we are to summarize the mental results of Kant’s dia- 
lectic beyond its technical and logical apparatus, we might say 
that the inner tension it generates awakens in the philosophiz- 
ing mind the self-consciousness of its finitude. On the one hand, 
the metaphysical interest is an interest of reason itself. Even 
when directed to the big and eternal questions, about which no 
critical metaphysics is possible, one must view the very ques- 
tioning, the wonder, the striving for transcendent objects, as 
rational activity. Yet on the other, this limitless drive generates 
irrational error and contradictions. The attempts to silence such 
questioning or “cure” the mind of it (as some positivist philoso- 
phies have suggested, even in Kant’s own name)—or to abandon 
reason altogether in favor of answers offered by intuition, desire, 
a sense of need, a leap of faith, the power of tradition, or various 
forms of mystical revelation—would equally have to be judged 
as irrational. The genuine rational position demands that the 
great metaphysical questions be recognized as meaningful and 
necessary even while critical reason determines they are unan- 
swerable. The other two alternatives—to ignore and repress the 
questions, or to offer them consoling, illusory answers—are two 
forms of unreason.?° 


35. Kant’s famous statement in the preface to B, “I had to deny knowledge 
in order to make room for faith” (Bxxx), has long been misunderstood (as it was 
possibly meant to be). In this prudent declaration, Kant was using “faith” equiv- 
ocally, both in its ordinary meaning as a religious attachment, and in the special 
meaning of his own theory of “rational faith,” a noncognitive stance of practical 
reason that informs the moral will but is not to be understood as supporting 
irrational belief. 


[104] KANT’S PHILOSOPHICAL REVOLUTION 


For Kant, reason is finite, yet only reason has valid authority. 
Both these statements are equally crucial. What reason cannot 
provide or confirm cannot be in our possession, while recogniz- 
ing the finitude of reason is not only a rational way to live but 
even, perhaps, also a foundation of wisdom. 

The classical ideal of wisdom was based on mental harmony 
resulting from knowing the highest truths. The ideal of wisdom 
of Kant’s modern person would be to realize the consciousness 
of one’s finitude and the rationality it entails—to know it is the 
tension between the meaningful questions and their impossible 
answers that defines the authentic human condition, and to 
make this recognition a defining force in one’s life. 

The dimension of transcendence does not disappear from the 
life of a critical philosopher. On the contrary, it hovers over it as 
a perennial issue, a horizon that is both significant and impen- 
etrable, against which we live our finitude. The temptation to 
hear voices coming from this void, to communicate with it, or to 
leap beyond its threshold riding on a heartfelt mystical faith, will 
be resisted. Of course, this would leave a hiatus, a permanent 
fissure between the desired object and its fulfillment, and this 
indeed is a natural outcome of the critical self-awareness, which 
preserves the element of eros within the Kantian logos even at 
its highest achievement, and indeed as part of that achievement. 

In conclusion, the inevitable relation to transcendence, and 
its critical redirection back to the immanent domain, signified 
a reflective knowledge—and thereby, the realization—of who 
we are and where we stand in being. The Critique with both its 
faces, the positive and the limiting, the driving and the restrain- 
ing, is an indirect fulfillment of the ancient command “know 
thyself” by means of speech and by means of silence, by assert- 
ing capability and by accepting finitude. 
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absolute, striving for total knowledge 
of the, 18, 88-89. See also ideas of 
pure reason 

actuality: as a category, 44-45, 77, 82, 
86; concept of, 44-45, 79 

aesthetics: as the cognitive science of 
intuition, 29n 

analogies of experience: principle 
of causality, 75-77; principle of 
interaction, 77; principle of the 
permanence of substance, 74-75 

analytic, the: the categories and 
(see categories); of concepts, 29, 
38-39, 70; the Metaphysical 
Deduction, 39-45, 58-60; as a 
part of transcendental logic, 38; 
the Transcendental Deduction 
(see Transcendental Deduction) 

analytic and synthetic judgments, 
distinction between, 23-25 

analytic of principles, 29, 70 

analytic of Transcendental Principles, 
70-71. See also Transcendental 
Principles 

Anselm of Canterbury, Saint, 95-96 

anticipations of perception, 72 

antinomies: “antinomy,’ meaning of, 
g2; the cosmological idea and, 
92-95; credited with awakening 
Kant from dogmatism, 12-13; 
metaphysical and critical interest, 
between the, 19 

a posteriori: empirical intuition as, 
25; meaning of, 22; synthetic 
judgments as, 24-25 

apperception, 55n 

apprehension, synthesis of, 52-53, 64n 


a priori: absolute or pure distin- 
guished from relative or empiri- 
cal, 22; analytic judgments as, 
24-25; meaning of, 21-22; the 
mind’s pure functions as, 14-15, 
25-26; space, character of, 31-33 

architectonic of reason, 15, 19 

Aristotle, 11, 39 

association, laws of, 53-54 

autonomy, concept of, 7, 49 

axioms of intuition, 71, 73 


Bacon, Francis, 5 
Berkeley, George, 56, 58, 66, 83 


categorical imperative, 7 

categories: application to phenom- 
ena, not things in themselves, 
87; the forms of judgment and, 
42-45; as the foundations of 
objects, 36-39; groups of, 68-69; 
Metaphysical Deduction and 
the discovery of, 39-45, 58-60; 
of modality, the postulates of 
empirical thinking as, 77-78; 
as necessary conditions, 66-67; 
perceptions and, 52-55, 64-65; 
the a priori understanding and, 
2, 63-64; rules for the objective 
use of, 70 (see also Transcen- 
dental Principles); schematiza- 
tion of, 68-69; subcategorical 
perceptions and the hierarchy of 
syntheses, 52-55; Transcendental 
Deduction and validating the, 
45-47 

causality, principle of, 75-77 
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cognition: the most basic stage of, 30; 
sources of, 9-10 

conditions of possibility of non- 
scientific experience, 51-52 

Copernican principle/reversal/shift/ 
thesis, 6, 12, 14, 31, 36, 50-51, 64, 
69-71, 73, 86 

Copernicus, Nicolaus, 1, 4n 

cosmological idea, 89. See also world 

cosmological proof of God’s existence, 
97-99 

critical interest of reason, 17-19, 84 

critique: as act of autonomy, 6-7; 
Kantian concept of, 4-5, 19n; as 
self-consciousness, 5-6 

“critique of pure reason,” connota- 
tions of, 14-15 


deduction, 46n 

Descartes, René: the cogito or “I think” 
of, 55, 62, 67, 91; conservation of 
motion, 74; deductive-geometrical 
model championed by, 46n; divine 
mediation between knowledge 
and the world, assumption of, 
49; dual opposition of Kant to, 4; 
“ideas,” mental images as, 2, 89; 
immediate self-consciousness, 58; 
immediate sensible perception and 
complex concepts, 29; Kant and, 
profound difference between, 67; 
movement in space, 32; nature of 
knowledge on the philosophical 
agenda of, 5; ontological informa- 
tion extracted from the form of 
pure ego, 91; the ontological proof 
of God’s existence renewed by, 
95-96; worldless ego/subject, pos- 
sibility of, 66, 83 

direct (“metaphysical”) explication, 
31-33 

doctrine of elements, 28 

doctrine of method, 28 

dogmatism, 10-14, 19n 
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empirical necessity, 78-79 

empirical thinking, postulates of, 
77-79 

empiricism, 13-14, 48 

enigmatic X, 79-81 

existence connectives, 61-62 

experience: analogies of, 73-77; judg- 
ments of, 81 

experiencing: conditions of the pos- 
sibility of, 51-52; the hierarchy of 
syntheses and, 52-55; the “I think” 
and the possibility of, 56-60 


facts of reason, 39-40 

faith, 103n 

Fichte, Johann Gottlieb, 44 

finitude: no intellectual intuition 
as an expression of human, 7-8; 
rationality and, 7 

foundations of the sciences, 3-4 

freedom: determinism and, 94, 95n; 
of the will, 11, 88, 94 


God’s existence: the cosmologi- 
cal proof, 97-99; implications 
of Kant’s refutation of, 49; the 
ontological proof, 95-97; the 
physico-theological proof, 99-101; 
the theological idea and, 89 


Haller, Albrecht von, 98 

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich, 
17n, 65 

hierarchy of syntheses, 52-55 

history of reason, 15-19 

human subject/understanding: the 
empirical world and, relationship 
of, 1-2, 4, 9-10, 49; the founda- 
tions of objectivity originating in, 
48-49. See also understanding 

Hume, David: awakening Kant from 
dogmatism, 12-13; discrete acts 
of reflection, 58, 61; empirical 
necessity as a response to, 79; 
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empiricism of, 13; “ideas,” mental 
images as, 2; identity of the “I,” 
attack on the idea of, 47; Kant’s 
conclusion, anticipation and 
dismissal of, 14n10; necessary 
relations and matters of fact, dis- 
tinction between, 23; skepticism 
of, 17, 46-47; synthetic judgments, 
possibility of, 25 


Idealism: German, debate over un- 
solved ontological dualism in, 
81n23; German, link between 
rationality and subjectivity in, 
16n12; refutation of, 66-67, 
82-84; types of, 83n 

ideas of pure reason, 89-91. See also 
God’s existence; soul; world 

imagination, pure, 14, 27, 39, 54-55, 68 

immortality of the soul, 88, 91-92 

indirect (regressive or “transcenden- 
tal”) explication, 33-36 

intellectual activity: meaning of, 8; 
thinking/intellect as distinct from 
intuition/sensation, 8-10 

intellectual intuition, 7-8, 10 

interaction, principle of, 77 

interests of reason, 15-19 

intuition: axioms of, 71, 73; meaning 
of, 7-8, 25, 29n; pure, 25-26; 
representation of space as, 33; 
schemes for the categories and, 
68-69; sensation and, 29-31; 
space and time as forms of, 
30-31, 64, 68. See also senses/ 
sensation 

“T think.” See self-consciousness 


judgment(s): analytic and synthetic, 
23-25; the categories and the 
forms of, 42-45; of experience, 81; 
idealist theory of, 41; of percep- 
tion, 81; synthesis as, 41-45; as a 
unit of discourse, 23 
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Kantian Idealism, 83n 

knowledge: absolute and total, striv- 
ing for, 88-89; critique of, 7; faith 
and, 103n; the knowing being 
and, 5; mediated, 41n 


Law of Conservation, 74 

laws of association, 53-54 

Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm: divine 
mediation between knowledge 
and the world, assumption of, 49; 
dogmatism associated with, 11, 
17; dual opposition of Kant to, 4; 
eternal and factual truths, distinc- 
tion between, 23; ontological 
information extracted from the 
form of pure ego, 91; the onto- 
logical proof of God’s existence 
renewed by, 95; space, view of 
relative, 31-33 

Locke, John: account of experience, 
Berkeley’s critique of, 58; empiri- 
cist doctrine of, 13; synthetic 
judgments, possibility of, 25 

logic: transcendental supplanting 
formal, 15, 36-37 (see also tran- 
scendental logic) 

logical and empirical necessity, 78-79 


mathematics: attempts to refute 
Kant’s intuitionism regarding, 
2m; the axioms of intuition and, 
71-73; notes to principles of, 
72-73; propositions as synthetic, 
21, 25-27 

Mendelssohn, Moses, 91 

Metaphysical Deduction, 39-45, 
58-60 

metaphysical interest of reason, 
17-19, 28, 102-3 

metaphysical realism, 3 

metaphysics: the Critique as prepara- 
tory to a new, 5-6, 19-20; grand 
questions of classical, 89; 
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metaphysics (continued) 
questions of, tension associated 
with pursuing, 103-4; topics of, 
84; the transcendental logic as a 
critical, 84-86 
metaphysics-as-science, 28 


natural sciences: synthetic a priori 
propositions in, 27-28; universal 
validity of the postulates of, 48 

nature: the categories and, 64; foun- 
dations of, 6; mathematics and, 
71-73; metaphysics of, 84-85; 
pure science of, 28, 48-50, 70 

necessary being, 97-99 

necessity: logical and empirical, 
78-79 

Newton, Isaac, 32-33 

noumena and phenomena, distinc- 
tion between, 86-87 


objectivity: concept of, 81-82; as a 
constituted status, 2; foundations 
of, human understanding and, 
48-49; meaning of, Transcen- 
dental Idealism and, 36; strict 
determinism in the concept of, 79; 
synthesis of perceptions and, 60 

object/objective: foundations of the 
sciences and, 3-4; as phenome- 
non, 79-82; representations and, 3 

ontological proof of God’s existence, 


95-97 


paralogisms, 91-92 

perception: anticipations of, 72; judg- 
ments of, 81 

permanence of substance, principle 
of the, 74-75 

phenomena and noumena, distinc- 
tion between, 86-87 

philosophical revolution, Kant’s: 
core of, 1-3 (see also Copernican 
principle/reversal/shift/thesis); 
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opposed and complementary 
directions in, 4; struggle against 
skepticism and dogmatism in, 14 

physico-theological proof of God’s 
existence, 99-101 

Plato, 4, 11 

postulates of empirical thinking, 
77-79 

principle of causality, 75-77 

principle of interaction, 77 

principle of the permanence of sub- 
stance, 74-75 

progressive argument of the Tran- 
scendental Deduction: the “I 
think” and, 55-62; as one branch 
of the Deduction, 46; schematic 
presentation of, 62-67 

propositions, 23n. See also judgments 

psychological idea, 89. See also soul 

psychologism, 52n 

pure imagination, 14, 27, 39, 54-55, 68 

pure intuition, 25-26 

pure science of nature, 28, 48-50, 70 

pure thinking, 14 


reality: as category, 43-44, 82, 86, 
100; concept of, 2, 19n, 44, 68; 
transcendental logic and, 37 

reason (Vernunft), 14; as the activity 
of a subject, 15; antinomies of, 
12-13, 19, 92-95; architectonic 
of, 15-16, 19; the Critique as a 
court of justice to explore and 
examine, 4-7; extraordinary 
power of within a limited domain, 
4; facts of, 39-40; failure of based 
on empiricist assumptions, 13; 
finitude of, metaphysical tension 
and, 103-4; as a goal-oriented 
activity realized in striving for, 
17-18; history of, 15-19; interests 
of, 15-19; meanings of, 14-15; 
paralogisms of, 92; presence of 
sensible material, dependence on, 
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4; the regulative idea and, 101-3; 
special interests of, 18-19 

receptivity: sensation and, 9; sponta- 
neity and, union of, 69-70 

recognition/re-cognition, synthesis 
of, 54 

refutation of Idealism, 66-67, 82-84 

regressive argument of the Tran- 
scendental Deduction, 33-34, 
46-51 

regulative idea, 101-3 

representations (Vorstellungen), 2-3, 
9; “I think” and, 56-60, 63; of 
space, 31-33 

reproduction, synthesis of, 53-54 

Russell, Bertrand, 27n 


schematism, 10, 67-70 

scholastics, the: as dogmatists, 
11; inference of existence from 
concepts, 19 

science: explaining the possibility 
of, 48-51; natural (see natural 
sciences); the regulative idea and, 
102 

self-consciousness: finitude of, meta- 
physical tension and, 103-4; the 
‘T’ as transcendental, 65-66; “I 
think” as, 63, 91; “I think,” condi- 
tions of the possibility of, 55-62; 
as source of human understand- 
ing, 49; synthesis as a function 
of, 40 

self-knowledge, metaphysical tension 
and, 103-4 

senses/sensation: the intellect as 
distinct from, 8-10; intensity of, 
the anticipations of perception 
and, 72; intuition and, 29-31; 
understanding and, 2, 9-10 

skepticism, 10-14 

soul: immortality of, paralogisms 
and, 91-92; the psychological idea 
and, 89 
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space: human subject, dependence on, 
35-36, 83; intuition, as form of, 
30, 64; intuition, representation as 
an, 33; Kant and his predecessors 
on, 32-33; objectivization of the 
orders of, 61; a priori character of, 
31-32; regressive argument for the 
ideality of, 33-34; time and, asym- 
metry between, 34-35 

Spinoza, Baruch: deductive-geo- 
metrical model championed by, 
46n; dual opposition of Kant 
to, 4; nature's ability to produce 
by its own resources and laws, 
claim regarding, 100n; necessary 
existence, misleading use of, 78; 
the ontological proof of God’s 
existence renewed by, 95; substan- 
tive knowledge as prior to know- 
ing the method of knowledge, 5; 
totality, concept of the absolute 
translated into the concept of, 89 

spontaneity: the intellect and, 8; 
receptivity and, union of, 69-70 

subjective deduction, 52n 

synthesis: of apprehension, 52-53, 
64n; the hierarchy of syntheses, 
52-55; idealist interpretation 
of, 40; as judgment, 41-45; of 
recognition/re-cognition, 54; of 
reproduction, 53-54; transcenden- 
tal, 55; understanding and, 40, 45 

synthetic judgments: analytic judg- 
ments and, distinction between, 
23-25; mathematical propositions 
as, 25-27; in the natural sciences, 
27-28; primary apparatus of a 
priori, 71 (see also Transcendental 
Principles) 

synthetic logic. See transcendental 
logic 


theological idea, 89. See also God’s 
existence 
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theology: faith and knowledge, rela- 
tionship of, 103n; grand questions 
of classical, 89 

time: human subject, dependence on, 
35-36; intuition, as form of, 30, 
64; objectivization of the orders 
of, 61; pure imagination and, 68; 
regressive argument for the ideal- 
ity of, 34; space and, asymmetry 
between, 34-35 

transcendence, the critical philoso- 
pher and, 104 

transcendental: elements, experi- 
ence and, 22; transcendent and, 
distinction between, 22-23 

Transcendental Aesthetics, 28-33 

transcendental analytic, 28, 70 

Transcendental Arguments, 34n 

Transcendental Deduction: the 
progressive argument, 46, 55-62; 
the regressive argument, 46-51; 
sensation, the objective synthesis 
and, 67n; space and, 83; validat- 
ing the categories, 45-47 

transcendental dialectic, 28-29, 88, 90 

Transcendental Doctrine of Method, 
46n 

Transcendental Idealism, 12-13, 
35-36 

transcendental logic: analytic and 
dialectic, division into, 37-38; 
the analytic of concepts, 38-39; 
the categories as the foundations 
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of objects, 36-39; as a critical 
metaphysics, 84-86; empirical 
necessity and, 79; formal logic 
and, distinction between, 15, 37; 
structure of the book, place in, 28 
Transcendental Principles: analogies 
of experience, 73-77; as the ana- 
lytic of principles, 70-71; anticipa- 
tions of perception, 72; axioms 
of intuition, 71, 73; postulates of 
empirical thinking, 77-78 


unconditioned, necessary interest in 
the, 88-89. See also ideas of pure 
reason 

understanding (Verstand), 14; acts 
of judgment and, 41-45; all 
combination as an act of, 45; 
fundamental and most deeply 
rooted activity of, 39-40; ideas 
of pure reason applied to, 
go. See also human subject/ 
understanding 

unification: the self’s identity and 
objective, 59-60 


Whitehead, A. N., 27n 

world: the cosmological idea and, 89; 
the regulative idea and, 101-3; 
as totality, the antinomies and, 
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Zeno of Elea, 12, 92 
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